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Monsetary Authorlzation and Miscellaneous
Civil Works Amendment Act of 1870 to mod-
ify the project for Libby Dam in Montana
to authorize construction of a trout hatchery
for mitigation of fish losses caused by the
project.

Directs the Secretary of the Army, acting
through the Chief of Englneers, to convey all
interest in the hatchery to the Montana Fish
and Game Commission. Stipulates that cap-
italized hatchery operation and maintenance
costs shall be borne by the Federal Govern-
ment.

H.R. 14184, June 4, 1976. Public Works and
Transportation. Authorizes the installation
of power generating facilitles at the Libby
Reregulating Dam in Montana.

HR. 14185. June 4, 1976. Public Works
and tion. Amends the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency to provide financial as-
sistance to control the pollution of trans-
bo waters through the construction
of treatment facilities or other appropriate
measures.

Requires that actions taken by the Ad-
ministrator, under this Act be undertaken
after consultation with the Secretary of
State.

HR. 14186, June 4, 1976. Rules. Requires
review of Federal programs to determine if
they warrant continuation. Directs the
President to conduct such review of the
programs covered by the annual budget. Re-
quires Congress to make such review every
four years.

HR. 14187. June 4, 1876. Agriculture. Es-
tablishes a food stamp program for the
United States. Prohibits the distribution of
Federal surplus foods in areas where a food
stamp program is in operation.

Sets forth standards of eligibility for par-
ticipation in such program.

Establishes the value of a food stamp al-
lotment as 70 t of the cost to an
eligible household of a nutritionally ade-
quate diet.

Promulgates requirements for State agen-
cies conducting the State food stamp pro-
gram.

Establishes criminal procedures for fraudu-
lent activities connected with the program.
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HR. 14188. June 4, 1976. Atomic Energy.
Directs the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
to cease the granting of licenses or construc-
tlon suthorizations for certain nuclear power
plants pending the outcome of a compre-
hensive study by the Office of Technology
Assessment. Requires a five-year independ-
ent study of the nuclear fuel cycle by the
office of Technology Assessment with final
reports and recommendations to be made to
the

H.R. 14189. June 4, 1976. Interior and In-
sular Affairs. Establishes the Potomac Na-
tional River in Maryland, Virginia, West Vir-
ginia, and the District of Columbia.

HR. 14190. June 4, 1976. Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce. Eliminates the require-
ment, under the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act, that new drugs be regulated
according to their effectiveness. States that
such drugs will be regulated solely to as-
sure their safety.

HERE. 14191. June 4, 1976. Veterans’ Affairs.
Increases the ald and attendance allowance
payable to veterans with non-service-con-
nected disabllities.

Increases such allowance for surviving
spouses of veterans.

H.R. 14192. June 4, 1976. Veterans' Affaira.
Provides that If a surviving spouse of a vet-
eran of World War I attalns age 756 and does
not qualify for the ald and attendance al-
lowance, the monthly pension payable to
such spouse shall be increased.

H.R. 14183. June 4, 1976. Veterans’ Affairs.
Provides supplemental pension benefits to
specified veterans of World War L

H.R. 14194. June 4, 1976. Government Op-
erations; Rules. Subjects Federal regulatory
agencles to elimination five years after the
enactment of this Act and every seven years
thereafter. Requires the Congress to adopt
a concurrent resolution opposing the elimi-
nation of such agency to assure its continu-
ance for an addifional seven years. Provides
for the transfer to the President or other
Federal agency of any function of an agency
abolished by this Act which the President
determines is essential to the public health,
safety, or welfare.

HR. 14195. June 4, 1976. Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce. Directa the Federal Com-
munications Commission to take steps as
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may be necessary to increase the channels
available for use in the citizens radlo service
to 46 channels.

HR. 14196. June 4, 1976. Interatate and
Forelgn Commerce. Reaflirms the intent of
Congress with respect to the structure of the
common carrler telecommunications indus-
try rendering services in Interstate and for-
eign commerce. Reaflirms the authority of
the States to regulate terminal and station
equipment used for telephone exchange serv-
ice. Requires the Federal Communications

specified in
connection with Commission actions author-
izing speclalized carrlers.

H.R. 14197. June 4, 1976. Post Office and
Civil Service. Requires the United States
Postal Service to hold a public hearing prior
to closing any post office.

Lists factors which the Postal Service must
conslder and evaluate in making a deter-
mination with respect to any such closing,

H.R. 14198. June 4, 1978. Post Office and
Civil Service. Prohibits the United States
Postal Service from closing any post office
which serves a rural area or small town un-
less (1) a majority of the persons regularly
served by such post office approve the clos-
ing, (2) it establishes a rural station or
branch which provides the same postal serv-
Ices as the post office and does not result in
any change in the address of persons served
by such post office, or (3) it establishes a
rural route to serve the area. Allows the
Postal SBervice to establish a rural route as a
substitute for an existing post office upon
making specified determinations,

H.R. 14199, June 4, 19768. Ways and Means,

Amends the Internal Revenue Code to es-
tablish graduated corporate Income tax rates.
Increases the estate tax exemption, Increases
the gift tax exclusion and exemption and
establishes a new gift tax rate. Provides spe-
cial treatment for the sale of stock in a
closely held corporation when sold to pay
estate taxes. Redefines a subchapter S corpo-
ration. Allows tax credits for the hiring of
new employees. Redefines section 1244 stock
(small business stock, losses on which are
treated as ordinary losses).

H.R. 14200. June 4, 1976. Post Office and
Civil Service. Repeals the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 94-82 authorizing increases in the
salaries of Members of Congress.

SENATE—Friday, June 25, 1976

(Legislative day of Friday, June 18, 1976)

The Senate met at 9 am., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called
to order by Hon. Jorn C. CULVER, a
Senator from the State of Iowa.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
1. R. Elson, DD., offered the following
prayer: 2

Eternal Father, we thank Thee for
the joys of the morning, for rest to the
body, for the fresh outlook, for unspent
strength, and for new challenges. Help
us to go cheerfully to our tasks, remem-
bering always that we work not for our-
selves but for the Nation and that every
act may be a ministry in Thy name, We
ask not for lighter burdens but for
greater strength; not for easier disci-
pline, but for more grace. Teach us to
take our joys as they come, to accept
gracefully the stresses and tensions of
life, to live victorlously under sunny or
cloudy skies. When the day is over may
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we enter into the rest of those who have
walked and worked with God.

Through Jesus Christ, our ILord.
Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. EASTLAND).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S, SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 25, 1976.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-
ate on official duties, I appoint Hon. JoHN
C. Curver, & Senator from the State of
Towa, to perform the duties of the Chair
during my absence.

James O. EASTLAND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CULVER thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
June 24, 1976, be approved.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all com-
mittees, except the Committee on Com-
merce and the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs, be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today until 1 p.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.
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CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN
MEASURES ON THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
turn to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 902, 931, 932, and 933.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

RIVER BASIN AUTHORIZATION

The bill (H.R. 12545) an act author-
izing additional appropriations for pros-
ecution of projects in certain compre-
hensive river basin plans for flood control,
navigation, and for other purposes, was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time and passed.

NORRIS COTTON BUILDING

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 3589) to designate the Federal
office building located in Manchester,
N.H., as the “Norris Cotton Building.”

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Federal office building in Manchester, New
Hampshire, is designated as the “Norris Cot-
ton Building”, in honor of Senator Norris
Cotton.

Bec. 2. Any reference to such building in
any law, rule, document, map, or other rec-
ord of the United States is deemed to be a
reference to such bullding by the name des-
ignated for such building by the first section
of this Act.

CONSIDERATION OF THE RIVER
BASIN MONETARY AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT OF 1976

The resolution (S. Res. 471) waiving
section 402(a) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of
1974 with respect to the consideration of
the River Basin Monetary Authoriza-
tion Act of 1976 was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the prohibition of section
402(a) of the Congressional Budget and Im-
poundment Control Act of 1974 as to the con-
sideration by the Senate of legislation au-
thorizing the enactment of new budget
authority for a fiscal year if such legislation
is not reported to the Senate on or before
May 15 preceding the beginning of such fis-
c¢al year be walved with respect to the River
Basin Monetary Authorization Act of 1976
(H.R. 12545) reported by the Committee on
Public Works on June 16, 1976. The waiver is
necessary for the Senate to complete action
on legislation which provides monetary au-
thorization limitations for thirteen river
basins through fiscal year 1977, The authori-
zations contained in this bill are those rec-
ommended by the administration and ap-
proved by the House of Representatives on
May 17, 1976.

The authorizations of funds in HR. 12545
are within the levels for water resource de-
velopment by the Corps of Engineers reported
to the Senate Budget Committee by the Pub-
lic Works Committee in the March 15 report.
This reported bill provides for continuity in
the river basin development plans previously
authorized by Congress,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF A REPORT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 477) authorizing ad-
ditional copies of the report entitled
“Developments in Aging: 1975 and Janu-
ary-May 1976” part 1, which had been
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration with an amendment
on page 1, in line 2, to strike out “one
thousand two hundred and twelve” and
insert in lieu thereof “one thousand one
hundred"”.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Special Commitiee on Aging one
thousand one hundred additional coples of
its report to the Senate entitled “Develop-
ments in Aging: 1976 and January-May
1976" Part One.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield back my time,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the acting minority leader
seek recognition?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, President, I yield
back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sena-
tor from Delaware (Mr. BipEN) is recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

A, WESLEY BARTHELMES

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, mine is a
sad duty to perform this morning. A
friend of mine has died, and several of us
are gathered here this morning to pay
tribute to his life.

Wesley Barthelmes served as my ad-
ministrative assistant for the past 312
years. He helped organize me, personally,
after there was a death in my family, and
he organized my office and my Senate
duties. But the fact that he helped me
and organized my office and my Senate
duties cannot begin to explain the kind
of special friendship and relationship
which we had. It went far beyond the
bounds of a professional relationship.

‘When I first came to the Senate I was
not sure I wanted to be here, and for me
those were fairly difficult days. Wes Bar-
thelmes made it a great deal easier
merely by being with me. He was willing
to assume, and did assume, a large bur-
den, if not the entire burden, of organiz-
ing and managing my new Senate office,

I am reminded of a photograph which
hangs in Wes and Dorothy’s den in their
home, which is a picture of Wes with
the senior Senator from Idaho, Senator
CHuUrcH, for whom he had worked for
several years, and one of Senator
Cuurca's legislative assistants, a fellow
named “Tom Dine.” Senator CaurcH had
autographed it, and added a note to that
photograph saving that it should be con-
sidered a picture of Wes Barthelmes with
two members of Wes® staff.

I think that it is a very appropriate
comment on just how essential Wes Bar-
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thelmes really was to those of us for
whom he worked.

Wes looked for the good in men and
women during his career on the Hill, just
as he worked for many good men and
women, present company excluded. That
is, he worked, I think it is important to
note, for such notable people as Repre-
sentatives Ricuarp Borring, Edith
Green, and RoBERT Duncan in the House
of Representatives; he worked for Sena-
tor CaURCH, for whom we all have an in-
credibly high regard, and for Robert
Kennedy, whom I did not know person-
ally but knew a great deal of.

I think that is pretty impressive com-
pany which Wes put me in when he de-
cided he would come and take on the
duties of being my administrative as-
sistant. Indeed, the very fact that Wes
Barthelmes decided to be my admin-
istrative assistant gave me some little bit
of credibility when I came here.

Wes was really a remarkable man. In
the years that we worked together he
never ceased to amaze me with the depth
of his knowledge and the scope of his
connections. It seemed to me he knew
just about everybody who ever walked
on this Hill. There were not just Sena-
tors and Congressmen, There were am-
bassadors, White House officials, and, I
suspect, virtually every newspaper re-
porter in all of Washington.

But there were also people like the
lady who runs the newsstand across the
street from the Senate Office Building
who knew of Wes and expressed her con-
dolences on hearing of his death. There
were secretaries he had befriended, ele-
vator operators he had helped out, the
janitors and people in this building
whom I had just no idea even knew who
the Senators were, let alone a man who
was running one of the offices.

It seems as though everyone I run into
notes that at some time, at some place,
for some reason, Wes Barthelmes in
some way helped them.

Many times when I needed Wes dur-
ing our relationship I would look for
him, ask my secretary where he was, and
she would say, “Well, he is having cof-
fee.” The coffee would either be with a
Charley Ferris, figuring out what I
should be doing that day, finding out
from Charley what the business of the
Senate was; or Wes dealing with an ele-
vator operator of mine that Nordy Hoff-
mann was having trouble with and mak-
ing sure that things got straightened
away.

I learned that when “having coffee
with Wes"” meant Wes was helping some-
body, either me or somebody else. He
drank a heck of a lot of coffee.

He helped young students down here
get jobs, not necessarily in my office but
jobs in other parts of the Hill, with
newspapers downtown, or with private
industry. Sometimes he was having coffee
with reporters, providing background in-
formation on an endless variety of sub-
jects on which Wes had an endless
variety of knowledge.

Having come from the newspaper
world, which I quite frankly was always
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a little bit leery of and never quite under-
stood, he loved it very deeply.

Every time I arrived at work it never
failed—and I am sure it was the same
with Senator Cmurce and others with
whom he worked—that there would be
endless clippings on my desk with
smudged thumbprints and felt-tip pen
markings all over them from the four
or five newspapers that Wes read, virtu-
ally cover to cover, every morning. I do
not know how he did it. Each clipping
was circled and inevitably, as I sald,
there would be that felt-tip pen mark
obscuring some of the words I was sup-
posed fo be reading, but indicating the
most important parts of the article, in
Wes’ opinion, and noting that we should
not go any farther without reading them.

Wes never failed to defend the Fourth
Estate. I was a little bit skeptical when
I got here at what I considered to be in-
tervention in my personal life and what
happened in my family, and I had sort
of a jaded view; but Wes constantly de-
fended the Fourth Estate, even though it
used to bother him when newspapers car-
ried stories he considered unfair.

Were I a publisher, I would have been
up here on Capitol Hill doing everything
in my power to get Wes to come back
to the newspaper business, because he
epitomized the best of it, in my opinion,
and I am sure in the opinion of many
others.

I cannot begin to convey, in these brief
remarks, how much I shall miss Wes and
how much I am sure other people in this
Chamber and around this Hill will miss
him. He was an uncommonly good as-
sistant and an uncommonly good friend.
He was the kind of man who always kept
the human condition in perspective.

He kept taped to his typewriter in his
office several quotations, and I would
like to close my remarks by sharing one
of them with you.

It is an inscription on a mug that
President Kennedy gave to his friend,
Dave Powers, and it goes like this:

There are three things which are real:
God, human folly and laughter.

The first two are beyond our comprehen-
sion, so we must do what we can with the
third.

When the pain that we feel from the
death of Wes Barthelmes passes, and it
will pass, I think we will be able to
laugh again. And I think Wes will be
laughing with us.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, Senator
Bmex has spoken with simple eloquence
about the life of Wes Barthelmes as he
knew it. Before Wes came to work for
Senator BmeN, he worked for me, from
1970 to 1873.

In the early part of that period, the
United States was engaged in furlous
combat in Vietnam. President Nixon
had extended the war by invading Cam-
bodia, and Wes came to my office at a
time when I was seeking to secure in the
Senate the enactment of an amendment,
which I cosponsored with the then
senior Senator from Kentucky, John
Sherman Cooper. That amendment
sought to limit the theater of war by
using the congressional power of the
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purse to call off further funding of com-
bat by U.S. ground forces in Laos or
Cambodia, with the objective of confin-
ing the war to Vietnam.

There was a T-week filibuster against
the amendment. When it was finally
adopted by the Senate, it was rejected
by the House of Representatives, and it
took the better part of a year to finally
enact the amendment into law. It was
during that prolonged legislative strug-
gle that I came to fully appreciate the
talents of Wes Barthelmes.

I do not believe we would have suc-
ceeded if it had prot been for the help
of such determined people. Wes Barthel-
mes, as the Senator from Delaware has
already observed, had a host of friends.
He reached out in all directions to find
support for that particular effort, for he
was firmly resolved that we should win.
Every day he was at my side, offering
suggestions, making helpful contacts,
gathering materials—in every way do-
ing everything possible to succeed. And,
afterward, I think he took much satis-
faction in the fact that we did manage,
for the first time in the history of the
country, to impose limits upon a theater
of war during a time of ongoing fight-
ing. Never before had Congress asserted
the power of the purse in that way.

So I am indebted to Wes Barthelmes

for the indispensible assistance he gave
in that early period of his service with
me. It was typical of his effectiveness for
whomever he worked; and when one
looks back upon his career on the Hill, it
is not possible to be unimpressed with
what he did for so many Members of
Congress.
He first came to work for Edith Green,
the Representative from Oregon, before
he became press secretary to Senator
Robert Kennedy. He later helped RoOBERT
Duncax in his campaign for the Senate
in Oregon, and then returned to Wash-
ington as administrative assistant for
Representative Ricaarp Borring, of Mis-
sourl. With Borring he helped to write
two books: “House Out of Order” and
“Power in the House."”

In addition to his career as a staff pro-
fessional, Wes always remained a jour-
nalist, as he began his lifetime work in
the newspaper business. He never lost
touch with journalism, and for many
years he wrote the Washington Report
column for Commonweal magazine, un-
der the pen name of “Sisyphus.” Late in
his life, in 1975, Sisyphus was given the
journalism award of the Catholic Press
Assoclation.

Such a man was Wes Barthelmes.
When he left my employ he did not stop
being my friend. I do not suppose a
month passed, after he went to work for
Senator Bmex, without my getting a
personal note of some kind from Wes
Barthelmes—a cartoon he thought I
would enjoy, a helpful suggestion, a
friendly gesture indicating his continued
interest in my own pursuits, and his con-
tinued friendship. And as he expressed
his continuing interest and concern to
me, so I know he extended it to many
others, for his circle of friends was as
large as his talent and as big as his heart.
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I cannot add to what Senator Broew
has said about the many people whose
lives were touched by Wes Barthelmes,
who grieve his passing today; but that is
the mark of the man. I know that Con-
gress has lost a valued servant, the
Democratic Party of Maryland has lost
a dedicated activist; the many thou-
sands who read Commonweal have lost
the incisive commentary of a knowledge-
able, good, and ul man; and I
have lost a friend. My wife, Bethine,
joins with me in extending our heartfelt
condolences to Dorothy, his stalwart
wife, who shared with him his interests
in public affairs, and to his family, who
are here this morning.

Wes Barthelmes was the kind of man
in whom the Congress can fake great
pride. He brought the best possible mo-
tives and great ability to his work in
Congress, for all those whom he under-
took to serve.

I am sorry he is dead. He died too
soon. We all would have benefited from
his continued efforts in behalf of good
government and decency here on the
Hill.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the senior
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) is
in Oregon today, but he asked that a
tribute he prepared about Wes Bart-
helmes be printed in the Recorp with
these remarks.

I ask unanimous consent that his
tribute be printed in the Recorp.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HATFIELD

I was shocked to read of the death
Tuesday of Wes Barthelmes. I extend the
sympathies of all on my staff who knew him,
as well as my own sympathles, to members
of his family.

Wes was a prototype of a dyed in the wool
Hill person. He no doubt could have found
rewarding work elsewhere, but the challenges
of life on the Hill were such that he pre-
ferred the vagaries of staff work to the more
relaxed and predictable opportunities else-
where.

My first friendship with Wes developed
after he had jolned the staff of Congress-
woman Edith Green of Oregon, during the
time I was Governor. He worked for Con-
Eressman Bob Duncan in his ca.m.pal.gn
against me in 1968, but our relationship
always remained one of mutual respect.
Since the time he joined the stafl of Senator
Church, we welcomed him as a fellow North-
westerner.

To those of us who worked with Wes, we
knew him as an able and extremely compe-
tent person. To me, however, it was his droll
outlook on politice that I will remember.
Never too harried to see the humor in a situ-
ation, never too busy to catch up on the
gossip on Oregon politics, he will be missed
by us all.

WES BARTHELMES

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I join
with all my colleagues in extending our
deepest sympathy to Dorothy Barthelmes
and all the members of Wes’ family. Our
thoughts and our prayers are with them
in these difficult days.

Wes was a good friend to my brother,
Senator Robert Kennedy whom he served
so ably in the Senate, and a good friend
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to me. And I would like to say a few
words about why his death is such an
enormous loss to Capitol Hill and to the
Nation.

Wes represents to all of us the very
best in politics and in government. He
was filled with talent and energy and
good humor and commitment to the no-
tion that every government action makes
a difference in people's lives. He was
loyal to those he served and to principles
of compassion and decency in govern-
ment. And he gave his total energy to
both.

I am saddened to think that those
voung people who may have become dis-
couraged with politics as a career as a
result of Watergate did not have the op-
portunity to know Wes. For him, politics
was the finest way to use your own talents
to the fullest, to test your own endurance
and energy to its limits, and most im-
portantly to use that talent and energy
to help the most vulnerable members
of our society, those disadvantaged by
illness or handicaps, by age or by poverty.

And politics was still fun for Wes and
for those privileged to be in his company.
Late at night, after a diffieult and ex-
hausting day, Wes could still make you
laugh at him or at yourself. And he could
tell you how to make tomorrow better.

When I see Wes in my memory, it is
always with newspapers—pouring over
them in my brother's office, somehow
knowing before anyone else what the
lead story of the day would be—or com-~
ing through the door of the Senate
Chamber, newspapers in hand—or

thrashing out his own articles at a pace
that proved his wisdom and perception

and humor, instinctual and spontaneous.
Wes loved Martha's Vineyard where he
and his wife Dorothy vacationed, and
every week he lovingly “stole” the Vine-
yvard Gazette from my office because he
cared about every inch of that island
and his neighbors there as he cared about
us and the Congress and his friends in
every corner of this country.

It is not possible to capture the style
and the humor and the decency of Wes
Barthelmes in a eulogy, but he will al-
ways be in our memory to remind us of
the best we can hope to become, a com-
passionate person who made the world
a better place.

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there will
now be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business for not to ex-
ceed 10 minutes, with statements therein
limited to 2 minutes each.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR—
8. 3105

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
staffl members of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs be accorded the
privilege of the floor during considera-
tion of 8. 3105: Dan Dreyfus, Ben Yama-
gata, Chris Coccio, Ben Cooper, Winfred
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Craft, David Stang, Richard Grundy,
Mike Harvey, and Katherine Reese.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ABOUREZE., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
staff members be accorded the privilege
of the floor: Dorey Rosen and Charles
Ludlam.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the following
members of the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy have the privi-
lege of the floor during the Senate’s con-
sideration of S. 3105, the Energy Re-
search and Development Administra-
tion's authorization bill: George F.
Murphy, Jr., James B. Graham, William
C. Parler, James Asselstine, and Michael
Keppel.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

(Routine morning business transacted
today is prinfed later in today's REcorp
of Senate proceedings.)

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT AND ADMINISTRATION AP-
PROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now proceed to the consideration
of 8. 3105, which the clerk will state.

The assistant legislative clerk will
read as follows:

A bill (8. 3106) to authorize appropriations
to the Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration in accordance with section 261
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1959, as
amended, section 306 of the Energy Reor-
ganization Act of 1974, and section 16 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1974, and for other
purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Commitiee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, with amendments; and from the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, with
further amendments.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Time for debate on this bill is lim-
ited to 2 hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the majority and mi-
nority leaders, or their designees, with
1 hour on any amendment, except a Has-
kell amendment on which there shall be
2 hours and a Randolph amendment on
which there shall be 40 minutes, and
with 20 minutes on any debatable mo-
tion, appeal, or point of order.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Dick Andrews, a
member of the staff of the Committee on
the Budget be accorded the privilege of
the floor for the duration of this debate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
bore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI, I thank the senior
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Haven Whiteside of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Dick Get-
zinger of my staff be accorded the privi-
lege of the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, suggest
the absence of a quorum.,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendments
of the Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy and the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs be agreed to and consid-
ered as original text for purposes of fur-
ther amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, after
consultation with the senior Senator
from Idaho we have agreed that I would
present the atomic energy part of the
bill and he would present later the part
which is under the jurisdiction of the
;J:irmmlttee on Interior and Insular Af-

S.

Mr. President, the bill now under con-
sideration, 8. 3105, authorizes appropri-
ations for the Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration—ERDA—for
fiscal year 1977 in the amount of $7.07
billion—an increaese of $2 billion above
the amount authorized by the Congress
for fiscal year 1976. I personally believe
that this substantial increase—29 per-
cent—is wholly justified and is indeed
necessary.

The Joint Committee on Atomiec
Energy and the Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee have thoroughly exam-
ined this bill in order to assure the Mem-
bers of the Senate that the Energy Re-
search and Development Administration
has adequate funds to accomplish its
vital mission—the development of sev-
eral energy sources so that this Nation
and others in the free world can rely on
a continuing, economie, and environmen-
tally acceptable supply of energy.

Over the past few years we have
learned a simple but vital lesson. This
Nation and its important goals are se-
riously threatened by the faect that our
very existence is vulnerable to our in-
creasing reliance upon finite, expensive,
and imported energy supplies. Last year,
20 percent of our total energy needs were
m‘et. by imports. This predicament, which
will become more serious before it im-
proves, will not be erased without tak-
ing strong and effective action. This ac-
tion must be directed at allowing the
Nation its choice of various energy op-
tions for the future. The ERDA authori-
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zation bill now under consideration is a
necessary step toward development of a
strong, well-balanced energy research
and development program with the ulti-
mate objective of closing the energy gap.
It provides substantially increased funds
for all energy techmnologies.

The total amount authorized by 8.
3105 is $7,072,617,000 for ERDA for fis-
cal year 1977. Of this amount, 46 percent
is for the civilian, nuclear energy pro-
grams, 29 percent is for the military
applications of nuclear energy, 15 per-
cent is for nonnuclear energy programs,
and 10 percent is for technology pro-
grams which support both nuclear and
nonnuclear efforts.

TITLE I PROGRAMS

Focusing on title I of the bill, which s
solely for the nuclear programs, the
Joint Committee recommends authori-
zation of $3,370,876,000 for operating ex-
penses for fiscal year 1977. Within this
sum there are several programs for
which the Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy has recommended that funding
be different than that proposed in the
President’s budget.

The committee added $32.5 million for
magnetic fusion research and $14.0 mil-
lion for laser fusion research. These ad-
ditions are considered essential to main-
tain program pace both in Government
laboratories anc¢ in promising industry
and university programs. The potential
of these energy concepts is too great for
the Nation to not adequately fund these
Programs.

For fuel cycle research and develop-
ment, the ;ommittee added $18.4 million
to be used to accelerate the development
of an acceptable method for disposal of
high-level radioactive wastes produced
by the commercial nuclear power indus-
try. The committee considers this area
one of highest priority, requiring a strong
and aggressive program.

The committee added $55 million to
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the national security program, of which
$48.8 million is for increased weapons
research and development, and $6.2 mil-
lion is for insuring continued operation
of the N-reactor, which provides 800
megawatts of electricity to the Pacific
Northwest area.

In other areas, the committee added
$2.96 million for nuclear materials se-
curity and safeguards, $4 million for high
energy physics, and $8.5 million for
nuclear sciences.

The commitiee also recommended an
increase of $122.8 million in the estimate
of uranium enrichment revenues. This
estimate assumes favorable action on
title V of the bill and implementation
by ERDA of the revised basis for en-
richment pricing.

Title I of the bill authorizes $753,428,-
000 for new plant and capital equipment
acquisition and modifications. Also in-
cluded are amendments to prior year
acts which provide a total of $1,128,-
200,000 sadditional authorization for
projects authorized in prior years.

The major change in plant and capital
equipment recommended by the Joint
Committee was the addition of $230 mil-
lion for an add-on the gaseous diffusion
uranium enrichment plant at Ports-
mouth, Ohio. The committee believes this
add-on is essential to insuring that ade-
quate quantities of enriched uranium are
available to fuel nuclear powerplants.

Title IT contains only nonnuclear pro-
grams ancd was reviewed by the Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee.

TITLE IIT PROGRAMS

Title I of the bill provides for au-
thorization of appropriations for ERDA
programs which support all energy tech-
nologies. This work is under the juris-
diction of both the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy and the Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee. The commit-
tees are recommending authorization of
$655,140,000 for operating expenses for
these supporting programs. Increases by

AUTHORIZATION OF OPERATING EXPENSES*
[In thousands of dollars]
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the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
include $3.9 million for the artificial
heart program, $1.5 million for nuclear
medicine, and $3.72 million for com-
munity operations.

Title III also authorizes plant and
capital equipment totaling $36,778,000
for the supporting programs. A special
provision of section 304 of the bill is the
authorization of an additional $3 mil-
lion for the uranium mill tailings re-
medial action program. This section
also provides for a 3-year extension of
the program and for the reimbursement
of property owners for self-removal of
tailings.

TITLE V PROVISIONS

Finally, title V of the bill amends the
Atomic Energy Act to permit ERDA to
revise its basis for establishing prices for
uranium enrichment services used to
provide the fuel for foreign and do-
mestic nuclear powerplants. This will
permit the Government to obtain a fair
return on its enriching services and to
eliminate the differential between the
Government’s charges for uranium en-
riching services and those of potential
domestic private uranium enrichers,
thereby avoiding a discouragement for
private entrr into the uranium enrich-
ment industry.

These are the highlights of the nu-
clear portions of the bill. The Joint Com-
mittee has conducted a very thorough
review of the budget request and be-
lieves that the bill provides a sound dis-
tribution of funding for ERDA's nuclear
programs. It was reported out by unani-
mous vote to the members present at the
final markup, and I urge its favorable
consideration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the authorization of operat-
ing expenses and plant capital equip-
ment information be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorn, as follows:

ERDA
authoriza ion
Program request

Committes
recommen-
dations

Change Program

ERDA
authorization
request

Fusion power research and development:
Magnetic fusion
Laser fusion

$156, 000
69, 300

Nuclear

$188, 500 532,500 | Naval reactor d i

! ser.ulity and

feg 22, 340
i 202, 600

83, 300 =+14,000 | Space nucl.earsymtns.

Total. fusion power research and dewlno-

Fuel cycle reseaﬂ;h and development:
esource
Support n! nucl;ar fuel cycle

59, 970

Uranium enrichment_._

National securi
Weapons

78,370

Total, fuel cycle research and development. 138,770

157, 170 Program supmn

Fission power reactor development:
Liquid metal fast breeder reactor
Water cooled breeder reactor program
Gas cooled reactors
Molten salt breeder reactor.

Light water reactor technalo;
Supporting activities

455, 160 Security investigations.
Information services. ..
General systems studies
General t

Program direction__ ...
nommunltyoperahans-_.__m...... B

30, 000

1, 000
- 873, 095
Advanced lsol.ore separation technology-........ 34, 000

971, 605
334,405

1,306, 010

212,185
6, 415

Manpower develo| ment
EEOQ assigned facilities
Cost of work for others

Total, fission power reactor development. -

Environmental research and safety
High energy physics
Basic energy sciences:

Nuclear sciences. ...

Malensl SCiences. .

T3

166, 500 Revenues applied

Changes in selected resources. ...
Transters 1o other agenc.es.......

Total, program support.. . .- cceanrnans

273,570

—615, 1L0
305, 062
500

Unobligated balance hrnught forward...

Total, basic energy sciences. .. .- ------

Total authorization. ...
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Project

_ERDA Committee
authorization
request

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT
[In thousands of dollars]

recommen-

dation Change Project
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ERDA Committes
recommen-

dation

Magnelic fusion: 77-2-a, computer bullding, Lawrence
Livermore Laboratory, "Calif
Laser fusion: 77-3-a, &lectron beam fusion facili
Sandia Laboratories, Albuguerque, N. Mex
Fission power reactor development:
77-4-a, modifications to reactors.
??—4—b breeding nnnﬁntructive assay facility,
Idaho National Englnwing Laboratory, Idaho....
71-4— nghg;erformm fuel laboratory, B

\'a'asﬁ é
d % uel ﬂmm lacl!lty. Richland, Wash. (A-E
an

ong-lead procu
77-5-a, computer bullding a:quismon, Idaho Na-
tional Engineering Laboratory, Idaho.
Environmental research and safety: 77-5-a,
tions and additions to b dical
H&:search facilities, various |mtlpl; i L
ene 71-7-a, sccelerator improvements
and B‘Iﬂ?fﬂ-mﬁ va

rious locations.
Basic unorsy sciences:
8-a, accelerator and reactor unp:mmm and
mdaﬁmlioas various location:
71- a-h e:jcandfeu upemnenial capabi h‘mm. Bates

Toclmo!a(y
??E;H'u increased fiux, high flux beam reactor,
roo

haven National Laboratory, N.Y. ...
conversion of steam

-8-d, Iant facilities, Oak
idge National utm!nrr.
Uraniurn enrichment activities:

30,000
5, 200

3,000
60,000
8,300

??~m—c ﬁn
??-m-g, %Iﬁcathus to cnmply with the dﬂﬁuu
lanh nml Food mus oduction Center,
emald, 0
Wea nsxthf‘ﬁes
-11-a, safi h and d
Iahmmﬂ"acﬂly Sandu ubormm, Alnu-
uerque,
77-114 b.uluguurds and site security improvements,
77- llw.smﬂarhllerv fired atomic projective pro-
duction facilities, various locations.
??—ll—d tritium confinement system,

??—12—: ﬁre and sufdy pmjocl. Lawrence Liver-

H
7-12—¢ comply with the

mcl-iﬂ:aticm 3
lmnal Snfely and Ilual'l:h Act, \‘-12 plant, Oak

6,400
7,800
3, 000

al
'& ¢
mmh’om facility, Y-12 plant, Oak

Ri
Weapunsdrﬁaivriah roduction:
77-13-a, ﬂwmel dissolution process and fue. re-

$5, 000
13,500
5,000
9, 500

4,200
3,600

1,300

5,000
2,500
12, 200

2,200

&, 300
13,500
20,500

3,500

2,300

ts, 1daho CF

1 Process-

35, 000
?1-13-

i ?Ia 1daho National En ineering Laboratory,
M (n}_{ and Inng-lcad pfuﬂ;fmment)

13,500
5,000
9,500
1,500

77-13-¢, seismic
Savannah River,
77-13-d, high level waste
management facilities, Sav.
77-13-8, l‘usR
facrlltlel.
77-134,
nated

0
0

ichland, Wash

8-
leases, raaw areas, Savannah, River, 5.C.__.__
rgtaehon. lﬁ@l.‘lﬁl areas,

6, 000
3,000
56, 000
40, 000

6, 000
3,000
56, 000
40,000

storage and vm!a'

annah

level waste storage and’ han

waste |so|a!bon. pilot plant, site undesig-
(A-E, land acquisition, and long-lead

6, 000 6, 000

safeguards and
ymduchrm facilities, multi

su:unly upﬁﬂﬂll‘lﬂ,‘
sites

p!o 12, 600

4,200

1daho Chemical leslng
3,600

Enineenn Laharainry,
comitclanolon o

m 0
mnﬁh’;gg Scientific L.lbutatn

Subtotal, new conslruction

1,300

5, 000
2,500
12,200

a
conversion of existin

30, 000 fals Production

unn]um
5,200
m l:all:ming
ing Plant,

3,000 Shl.lnn Idzho.

aho-..... =

r.'ml it
ca Ibl seous di
]l Y, Ea

National

p;am e Nationd

10, 500

74,610
7,200

"

10, 500
74,610
00

6, 000
487, 260

0

nrn!ects

Increases in prior- ect authorizations:
T6-5-a, "raum pirtgison test
Laboratory, Plainsboro, N

184, 600
i 5 staam planis to
usion_plants, and
Center, Fernald, Ohio_
production facility,

km' — Testing

1,300

230, 000
facili

a7, 500

75-3-b, high energy laser

A
posl on on
ukm! bonlor)fa

60,000
3,300

I'ilal:ﬂrh!'. Los Alamos

Stanfo

31,900

el?ﬁur Accel-
66, 100

8,200
ET-H. fast flux test facility-

o ‘.3
ital oqu:pmnl ml reh.
Fusion

Fuel cycle

9,300

fanis
?I-H prm;s eqummem mudth:atnom. £2900U3

rojects. ...
to construction

146, 500

309, 900
120, 000

1, 615, 460
42, 800

20, 500 Fission

15, 600
43,002

3,500
2,300

High energy physics__
Basic energy sciences

11,578
20, 800

Space nuclear

Nuclear and
Nlulrumtduvdopmnt-......“...

15, 400
3932
6, 000

Uranium enrichment

3,200
l? 243

6, 400 National security____

Advanced isotope separation hchnohn

7,000
102,791

Subtotal, capital equipmen
3,000 P quip

Mr. BAEER. Mr. President, I rise in
support of S. 3105, a bill to authorize
appropriations for the Energy Research
and Development Administration for fis-
cal year 1977. As a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, I can
personally attest to the thorough and
thoughtful review given to this bill by
the committee.

I would like to commend the distin-
guished gentleman from New Mexico for
his statement summarizing the nuclear
portions of the bill. I agree fully with
his observation that we must support a
strong and balanced energy research and
development program—a program that
seeks to employ all energy alternatives
to their maximum potential. Our future
is dependent upon developing and util-
izing all practical domestic energy

sources; nNo energy source can do the
job alone. It is clear to me that, without
such a program, this Nation’s very sur-
vival will be endangered by an over-
reliance on foreign sources of energy.

It is important to appreciate that un-
der this bill, as reported out by our re-
spective committees, all of the energy
alternatives, both nuclear and nonnu-
clear, are receiving substantial funding
increases over the amounts for fiscal
year 1976. This is a clear demonstration
that this Congress believes the promise
of these energy sources warrants inten-
sified development. I wholeheartedly en-
dorse these increases, because I believe
that we cannot afford to be too conser-
vative at this time in limiting the work
on any energy option by the imposition
of various budgetary restraints. There is

Total plant and capital equipment authorization.

5,100
300, 846
1,916, 306

oo T

281,114
1,651,074

just too much at stake with respect to
our Nation's future to do otherwise.

I have considerable confidence that
ERDA’s work on the fast breeder, fusion
power, and other advanced energy con-
cepts will be successful. These programs,
which hold the potential for developing
virtually infinite sources of energy, war-
rant substantial increases in their
budget.

_ This bill will show that Congress con-
tinues to support nuclear power at a
time when some may have doubts about
its future. Through our actions today, we
can show that we have confidence in
this important energy source, as one of
the hopes for fulfilling our energy re-
quirements and the social aspirations of
this and future generations.

Nuclear energy has proven to be a safe,
economiec, and environmentally accept-
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able source of power, It will be needed
regardless of the progress we make to-
ward realizing the potential of other
energy options. Accordingly, I urge my
colleagues to support those programs in
the ERDA budget directed toward real-
izing the full promise of nuclear energy.

In summary, I join Senator MONTOYA
in the support of this legislation. The
committee’s recommendations, in my
opinion, provide ERDA with the re-
sources necessary to effectively carry out
its nuclear programs. I urge favorable
consideration of this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mike Adams, of my staff, may
have the privilege of the floor during the
consideration of this matter and any
votes thereon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CuLEs). Without objection, it is so or-

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.

Mr, FANNIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Margo Lane, of
my staff, may have the privilege of the
floor during the debate and votes on
this measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I shall
call up four amendments of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, and I ask
unanimous consent that they be con-
sidered as original text for the purpose
of further amendment. They are merely
technical in nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1844

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr, President, I call
up amendment No. 1844, for Mr. PASTORE
and Mr. BAKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 26, line 13, insert the following
sentence: “Funds may be obligated for pur-
poses stated in this gection only to the ex-
tent provided in appropriations Acts.”.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, this
amendment is a technical one for the
purpose of including in the law the re-
quirement that any revenues which the
Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration is authorized under section
402 to use for operating expenses can
only be used to the extent authorized
in appropriations acts. The fact is that
atomic energy appropriations acts them-
selves, since fiscal year 1957, have in-
cluded language which is in substance
identical to the language in section 402.
The language was subsequently included
in the authorizing legislation for atomic
energy programs in order to meet the
point of order which could be raised, be-
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cause of the absence of an authorization
for the language which is in the appro-
priations acts. The language which
would be added by this committee
amendment would avoid any question
regarding appropriations language being
included in authorizing legislation.

This amendment makes it clear that
it is not the intent of anyone to bypass
the normal appropriations process in
section 402 of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1845

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1845, for Mr., PASTORE
and Mr, BAKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 25, line 22, strike all after the
word “whenever” through “(2)” in line 24,

On page 26, line 3, strike the period and
insert the following: “in order to meet the
needs of national defense or protection of life
and property or health and safety."”.

Mr., MONTOYA. Mr. President, this
amendment would amend section 401 of
the bill. That section permits the En-
ergy Research and Development Admin-
istration to contract for advance archi-
tect-engineering work for certain con-
struction projects before the Congress
has authorized and appropriated funds
for these projects. The work involved
would be engineering and design work,
commonly referred to as title I and II,
to assure feasibility, define the scope and
provide cost estimates so that actual con-
struction of the project could proceed
expeditiously when authorized. The au-
thority to perform this work has been in-
cluded in atomic energy appropriations
acts since 1966.

The intent of this provision, as the
committee’s report indicates, is to give
ERDA the authority to accelerate the
architect-engineering work on projects
involving emergency situations, such as
those resulting from fires or natural dis-
asters, and on other urgent projects.
The amendment which the committee
recommends would make this intent clear
in the statute itself by permitting the
exercise of the authority only where
ERDA determines that such action is
necessary in order to meet the needs of
national defense or protection of life and
property or health and safety.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.,

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1848

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1846, for Mr. PASTORE
and Mr. BAKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

The assistant legislative clerk read as
amendment will be stated.
follows:

On page 2, line 9, add “$6,000,000" to the
figure for title I programs.
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On page 2, line 17, add “$2,800,000" to the
figure for title IIT programs.

On page 2, line 26, add "'$6,000,000” to the
figure for operating expenses in section 101.

On page 22, line 12, add “$2,675,000" to the
figure for operating expenses in section 301
(£).

On page 23, line 20, add “$125,000" for
capital equipment not related to construc-
tion for program support.

Mr. MONTOYA, Mr. President, this
amendment would add $8.8 million to

“the ERDA fiscal year 1977 budget for op-

erating expenses and capital equipment
associated with the design, procurement,
and construction of an additional ura-
nium enrichment facility at Portsmouth,
Ohio. This is in addition to the $230
million for this construction project al-
ready in the bill under consideration,
and it reflects the June 8, 1976, request
by Dr. Robert Seamans, the ERDA Ad-
ministrator, for additional authoriza-
tion. At this point I ask unanimous con-
sent to have Dr. Seamans’ letter printed

in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was orderd to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

ENERGY RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., June 8, 1976.
Hon. JoHEN O. PASTORE,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, Congress of the United States.

DeAR M. CHAIRMAN: On June 4, 1978, the
President submitted to the Congress for its
consideration, an amendment to the Energy
Research and Development Administration’s
budget for Fiscal Year 1977. The President’s
request would amend the FY 1977 Energy
Resarch and Development appropriation by
adding appropriation language pursuant to
the pending Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act of
1976. Appropriations in the amount of $178,-
800,000 are also requested to continue work
necessary for the expansion of the Govern-
ment’s existing uranium enrichment plant
at Portsmouth, Ohio.

This amendment requires additional au-
thorization of $8,675,000 in "Operating Ex-
penses” and $125,000 In “Plant and Capital
Equipment” above the authorization pro-
vided for in Section 4 of the pending Nuclear
Fuel Assurance Act (NFAA). Appropriation
of £170,000,000 is requested for Project
76-8-g, which provides for continuation of
the work necessary for expansion of an ex-
isting Government enrichment facility, for
which $255,000,000 is authorized in Section 4
of the pending NFAA. These funds are re-
quested to provide for continuation of de-
gign, initiation of procurement and con-
struction of support facilities, and process
development, plant test and personnel sup-
port for an add-on gaseous diffusion plant
at Portsmouth, Ohlo.

Th amendment to ERDA's appropriation
language would permit ERDA, subject fo en-
actment of the pending Nuclear Fuel Assur-
ance Act (NFAA) and Congressional approval
of negotiated contracts, to enter into con-
tracts for cooperative arrangments with pri-
vate uranium enrichment firms up to the
1imit of $8,000,000,000 as authorized in Sec-
tion 3 of the NFAA. The $8,000,000,000 would
cover cooperative arrangements now being
negotiated with one private firm proposing to
build a gaseous diffusion plant and three
firms proposing to bulld gas centrifuge
plants. These uranium enrichment projects
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would be financed, built and operated with
private funds. The cooperative arrangements
with private uranium enrichment firms
would constitute a contingent liability to
the U.S. Government for the assumption of
these private ventures in the unlikely event
that these ventures were unable to proceed.
However, it is fully expected that the plants
covered by cooperative arrangements would
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be brought into operation without the actual
expenditure of any U.S. Government funds.

The enclosures to this letter summarize
the effects of this amendment on ERDA’s pro-
grams and provide detailed justification re-
garding the request.

We would appreciate your early consldera-
tion of this request. Please let us know if you
should require any additional information.
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The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that this proposed request is in ac-
cord with the program of the President.

Sincerely,
RoBERT C. SEAMANS, Jr.,
Adminisirator.
Enclosures: As stated.

U.5. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION—BUDGET AMENDMENT

Fiscal real
817
request

[In thousands of dollars]

1
Fiscal year
1977
revised

Fecalisy

Budget

roposed appendix

Fiscal {g;; Fiscal lv;?{ Fiscal fge}?‘_.{

request proposed revised

request

$4,622,126 |

Heading pending anguage

Operating expenses e $4,622,126 Language
(Add the following ?Iarasfaph im-
mediately after the first para-
_grap)h under the above head-
ing:
Upon the enactment of sec. 2 of H.R.
401, or similar legislation, con-
tracts for cooperative arrange-

Heading

page

q

ments pursuant to the Atomic

Energy Act of 1954, as amended,

and as further amended thereby,

may be entered into to an aggre-

gate amount of $8,000,000,000.t
625 Operating expenses?__.____

L By $8, 675
629 Plant and capital equipment. .

$4, 630, 301
170, 125

$4, 622, 126 '
L4 1,636, 619

" 466, 494

nuclear fuel

1 This proposed language is pursuant to the mandate of sec. 3 of the proposed
i Devel t Ad tration, subject

assurance legislation and permits the Energy Research and P istrat
to the congressional review and approval required by sec. Z of the proposed legislation, to enter
into contracts for cooperative arrangements with private uranium enrichment firms ug to the
limit of $8,000,000,000 as authorized in that legislation. These cooperative arrangements would
represent a contingent liability to the U.S. Government but it is not expected that any of these
funds would be expended for the assumption of private ventures,

* The additional fiscal year 1977 funds for “Operating expenses,” $8,675,000, are for program
support and gaseous diffusion Eme;ess testing and development. The additional fiscal year 1977
funds for “‘Plant and Capital Equipment” would provide $170,000,000 for the continuation of
design, the initiation of long leadtime, procurement and the initfation of construction of support
facilities necessary for an add-on to an existing ERDA uranium enrichment facility, and $125,000
for equipment associated with the program support activities.

U.S. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, OPERATING EXPENSES

PROGRAM
[In thousa

1977
revised
request

191 1977
request proposed
pending amendment

PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES
Direct program:
1, Uranium enrichment activities: (a) Uranium
i 878, 095
214, 860
3,775,242
4,868, 197

men|
2, Program support: (a) Program direction
Hems not changed_.._._._

1,675

Total direct program. ... .. .occocoimomcaaacs

FINANCING

Receipts and reimbursements from:
ederal funds
Non-Federal sources. ...
Unobligated balance available, start of year__
Unobligated bak ble, end of year

699, 209
615, 100

Bud get authority

FINANCING AND DUTLAYS

AND FINANCING
nds of dollars]

1877 1977
request proposed
pending amendment

1917
revised
request

495, 489
7,675 5,363,677
1,000 560,933
8,675 5,944,610

Reimbursable program__. __________ .. _....

Total program costs, funded______.____________
Changes in selected resources (undelivered orders and
inventories).........._.. S

Total obligations

Budget authority:
Appropriation.___ SR 4,6‘22,51‘2,(}5

AR e 8,675
Transferred to otheraccounts_.._. ... __._ ...

4,630, 801
—500

Appropriation (adjusted). ... . 8,675 4,630,301

Relation of obligations 1o outlays:
Obligations incurred, net_..._._._....___.
Obligated balance, start of year__
Obligated balance, end of year

Outlays. . ._.....

8,675 4,630,301
rescasamas | L OURTIE
—1,000 -2, 267,885

7,675 4,266,192

4,258,517

U.S. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT
PROGRAM AND FINANCING

[In thousands of dollars]

1877
pending

1977
proposed

1977
revised

PROGRAM BY ACTIVITIES

Capital outlay (facilities and equipment) for:
1. Uranium enrichment activities: (a) Uranium en-

richment 170, 000

699, 393

Financing:
Recovery of prior year obligations .
Unabligated balance available, start of year__
Unobligated balance available, end of year

Budget authority. .
Budget authority: Approp:

FINANCING AND OUTLAYS

1977 1977
pending proposed
request amendment

1977
revised
request

2. Program support: (a) Program direction.__._____
Items not changed___ )

Total obligations__ _ .

4,200
932, 901

. 1,466,498

A, 325
932, 901

1,636,619

170,125

Relation of obligations to outlays:
Oblibated baance: sl of

] nce, -
bligated balance, end of m. .

170,125 1,636,619

50,065 1, 141,680
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US. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ADMINISTRATION—FI1SCAL YEAR 1977 EsTI-
MATES

AMENDMENT
Appropriation—Operatling expenses
(Dollars in thousands, except whole dollars
in narrative material.)

URANIUM ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES—URANIUM
ENRICHMENT PROGRAM : OFERATING COSTS
Program statement

Previous estimate to Congress,
fiscal year 1977 $873, 085

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Total amended estimate fiscal
878, 095

The Uranium Enrichment Program in-
cludes costs to operate the gaseous diffusion
plants to produce uranium enriched in the
U-235 isotope; costs of process development
programs to Improve the gaseous diffusion
process and to develop the gas centrifuge
process as an economic alternative means of
isotope separation; costs to transfer uranium

June 25, 1976

enrichment technology to private industry:
and various necessary supporting activities.
The budget amendment of $5,000,000 will
provide for an increase in the level of effort
in the Plant Test Program to permit the in-
plant testing of the new and larger equip-
ment being designed for use in the add-on
gaseous diffusion plant at Portsmouth, Ohio,
and for an increase in the level of effort for
Gaseous Diffusion Process Development, to
provide technical support for design and con-
struction of the add-on plant.

U.S. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, FISCAL YEAR 1577 BUDGET ESTIMATES—APPROPRIATION—FPLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

Subprogram

[Dollars in thousands, except whole dollars in narrative material

Estimate,
Actual, fiscal fiscal lysar
year 1975 976

|

Estimate fiscal year 1977

Amen Ele_d
eslimate
0 Congl

Estimate, Previous
transition estimate
quarter 1o Congress

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES BY SUBPROGRAM

1. U-235 production_ ... __.__._.
Process

1 $616, 563
45, 380
8,015

g
2,291

669, 958

182, 006

URANIUM ENRICHMENT PROGRAM: OPERATING COSTS:

1. U-235 production:
A. Production of cascade fead
B. U-235 operations........
Total U-235 production
B. l.l—235l operations:
&
?’i

(5) Related U-235 activities.......

Total U-235 operations_.____._____
(2) Plant test program®_________

Plant test program._ _
Cascade aperations. . ... __
Recovery of cascade scrap...._

Total gaseous diffusion operations___________. ________

2, Process development:
A G ftusion lopment.
B. Gas Centrifuge Development_....

Total Process Development 3.
A. Gaseous Diffusion Development.

T TR T A N L L e et S PO T

19, 236

23,617
374,914 >

592, 946

6, 022
161, 122

616, 563

167, 144

512, 088
4,700
62, 810
568

138,108
645
16,993
280

364, 534

580, 166
10, 380

12, 780

156, 032
5,090

374,914

161, 122

3, 448

d 13, 330
9,123

47, 065

Uranium enrichment program: Plant and capital
statement: - 2
A. Obligations for construction projects

B. Obligat for capital

Total obligations for plant and capital equipment_..______________

326, 559
12, 200

t not related to construction 5

60, 395

12,571 ,
FEL T 2,150

682, 150

479, 595
6, 000 17,243

170, 000
0

338,759

85, 595 529, 393 170, 000 699, 393

1 Reflects fiscal year 1976 transfer request for the addition plant approved by the C

May 19, 1376.

1 Plant test program efforts are required for technical support of design and construction of an
addon gaseous diffusion plant at Portsmouth, Ohio. The effort will consist of preparation for exten-

for new

sive {mnl' testing of the design c
plan

such as new stage arrangement Oqulpmerﬁt 25 percent larger than

on is d to

equipment, such as castin:
1o be incorporated in the addon

rt d-size is pl

i provide early confirmation of the innovative addon plant design features. Technical
support is also needed to resolve g probl jated
ting of compressor blades and compressor stators, manufacture of larger
diameter tube sheets, niclel plating of large process equipment components and joini
metals in corrosion free and leak proof &mntx. A headend vendor support and su
1 to minimize the types of ven i

with the new and larger

ng dissimilar
tance eflort

or refated problems tered in the

equipment, now converter aerodynamics features, new
methods of storing barrier to extend shelf life, etc.

of design and construction schedules for the addon us di

1 Process development efforts are required for tec)

f’lej:gala!it:-nsr for model testing on air, followed

by testing in existing test loops will augment the full size test program in the larper test loop to

be constructed at a later date. The plant test technical sqﬁporl effort is vital to the meeting
usion p

la
nical snﬂwqrt of the
Ohio. An int

, new ment and cascade uprating p!

, including defective tube sheets, deficient coolers, Eorous

compressor blades, etc. The process development technical support effort is vital to the meeting
of design and conslruction schedules for the addon gaseous diffusion planl.

' Includes fiscal year 1976 1

nL.
design and construction

of an addon gaseous diffusion plant at Por

technical support effort

prog g action app
iransition quarter transfer request for the addon approved

d April 1976, and fiscal year 1976 and
by the Congress on May 19, 1576,

URANIUM ENRICHMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT REQUEST 1S $170,000,000 IN FISCAL YEAR 1977 ALL OF WHICH IS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT IN SECTION A
URANIUM ENRICHMENT PROGRAM: PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT OBLIGATIONS—SEC. A, OBLIGATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Project No. and title

76-8-g, additional facilities, enriched uranium production, locations

undetermined (total)______.________
Explanation of projects in sec. A: 1. 76-8-g, enriched

[Dollars in thousands, except whole dollars in narrative material]

Estimated obligations liscal year 1977

Estimated
obligations
transition
quarter

Total estimated Funded through
cost  fiscal year 1976

6,770

um produc-
tion facility,® Portsmouth, Ghio___. == Wi

Amended
es‘lijmste 1o

Future funding
Tequited to

comy project

Previous
estimate to
Congress

170, 000 170, 000 10

t Appropriations requested 1o date. The estimated cost of an 8,750,000 SWU/year addon plant is $2,800,000,000 in constant fiscal year 1977 dollars, not including any costs associated with the con-

stroction of the 3 1o Eguwcrplanis that would be required to provide eleclricity to such an-addon plant. Authorization to date of $255,000,000 {contained in sec. 4 of H.R. 8401, the pending Nuclear Fuel
).

Assurance Act of 197

2 This amendment provides for the continuation of design, initiation of long-lead procurement, and the initiation of censtruction of a compressertest foop facility, t
administration and auxiliary on-site suppert facilities and activities as required for an addon

: ot
th, Ohio. Minor supporting facilities will also be constructed at Oak

plant at Port

Ridge, Tenn. Current design work would provide for a maximum capacity increase of 8,750,000 separative work units (SWU) per year. The addon diffusion plant would consist of several hundred stages
(designated M-0000 size) larger in both size and separative capacity than the existing uprated 000-size. The M-0000 plant design incorporates advanced CIP/CUP performance technology with sound
engineenrg improvements over the physical CIP/CUP 000-stage design and over the 1950 vintage process structural design. The stage size is about 25 percent larger than the 000-type.
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The conceptual design provides for four
process buildings to house compressors, drive
motors, diffusers, interstage piping, cell by-
pass lines, and process auxiliary systems.
Auxiliary buildings or appendages to the
process buildings would house the area con-
trol room, surge drums for UF, gas storage,
purge and evacuation system, ancillary
systems, etc. Lube oil pumping and
storage systems are located outside the
buildings to limit fire risks. Necessary pres-
sure booster stations are included for gas
transfer between process areas. Feed and
withdrawal capabilities would be provided
as needed. A new converter assembly and
fabrication building, a compressor test facil-
ity, as well as an addition to the existing de-
contamination building would be provided
to service the add-on plant, and general and
administrative facilities would be provided.

Obligational authority of $170,000,000 re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

quested In FY 1977 will provide for continua-
tion of design and initiation of procurement
and on-site construction. This level of obli-
gations is necessary to support the construc-
tion schedule for this project.

The capacity of the existing uprated dif-
fusion plants to sustain enriched fuel re-
quirements for power reactors is fully com-
mitted. New enriching capacity will be re-
quired in the mid-1980's to supply separative
work to meet nuclear power needs in this
time frame.

Details of Cost Estimate:

The estimated cost of an 8.75 million SWU/
year add-on plant is $2,800,000,000 in con-
stant FY 1977 dollars, not including any
costs associated with the construction of
the three to six power plants that would be
required to provide electricity to such an
add-on plant. FY 1977 obligations of $170,-
000,000 are required for continuation of de-

20639

sign and initiation of procurement and con-
struction.

(a) Engineering dwsn and Inspeclmn
(b) Construction costs. e
(1) Landim| rwomenta odifica-
tions to facilities md build-

faciliti

@ Spmg:I
ment)

s Sublnlal
percent a! ahovn costs

Total projectcost. .o ...
Sec. B—QMI?EM‘IS for Capital Equip-
ment Not Construction—
No change from ﬂlat previously sub-
mitted.

CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA SHEET—OAK RIDGE OPERATIONS OFFICE

[Dollars in thousands, except whole dollars in narrative malenal]

1, Title and location of project: Additional facilities, enriched

undetermined.

ject No. ?6-6—ﬁ
3. Date A-E work ted: 4th quarter, fiscal year 1976.
3a, Date physical construction starts: 3d quarter, ﬁsulyear
4, Date construction ends: 3d quarter, fnm r 1979
5. Previous cost : Date— rs—None.
8. Current cost estimate: Date—June 19?5 3182 630,000,
7. Financial schedule:

locati Fiscal year

1977,

pr ion,

1976....
Transition quartsr

i Appropriations requested to date. The es-
timated cost of an 875 million SWU/year
add-on gaseous diffusion plant is $2,800,000,-
000 in constant FY 1977 dollars, not includ-

8. Brief Physical Description of Project:

This amendment provides for the con-
tinuation of design, initiation of long-lead
procurement, and the initiation of con-
struction of a compressor test loop facility,
temporary construction facilities, admin-
istration and auxiliary on-site support fa-
cilities, and sactivitles as required for an
add-on gaseous diffusion plant at Ports-
mouth, Ohio. Minor supporting facilities
will also be constructed at Oak Ridge, Ten-
nessee. Current design work would provide
for a maximum capacity increase of 8.756
million separative work units (SWU) per
year. The add-on diffusion plant would con-
sist of several hundred stages (designated
M-0000 size) larger in both size and sepa-
rative capacity than the existing uprated
000-size. The existing cascade would be
split at or near the normal uranium feed
point, and the larger single-size stages of the
new plant would be coupled by piping to
form a new cascade configuration. In order
to tallor the cascade for the desired assay
span, some of the existing end stages would
have to be effectively relocated within the
cascade by adjustments to the process pip-
ing. The M-0000 plant design would incor-
porate advanced CIP/CUP performance tech-
nology with sound engineering improvements
over the physical CIP/CUP 000-stage design
and over the 1950 vintage process structural
design. The stage size is about 25% larger
than the 000-type. A nominal 8.76 million
SWU/yr gaseous diffusion plant would re-
quire enclosing about 200-300 acres of gov-
ernment owned land within the perimeter
fence.

76-8-g—Additlional
uranium production,
mined:

The conceptual design provides for four
process buildings to house compressors, drive
motors, diffusers, interstage piping, cell by-
pass lines, and process auxillary systems.

. Auxillary buildings or appendages to the
process buildings would house the area con-
trol room surge drums for UF, gas storage,
purge and evacuation system, ancillary sys-

facllities,
locations

enriched
undeter-

ing any costs associated with the construc-
tion of the three to six powerplants that
would be required to provide electricity to
such an add-on plant.

tems, etc. Lube oil pumping and storage sys-
tems are located outside the buildings to
limit fire risks. Necessary pressure booster
stations are included for gas transfer be-
tween process areas, Feed and withdrawal ca-
pabilities would be ided as needed.

The process buildings would be constructed
as single-story buildings with the operating
floors made of reinforced concrete built on
grade. The bulldings' foundations would be
of reinforced concrete with footings designed
for the soil conditions. The bullding would
be structured with steel framing designed to
support the snow, wind and other applicable
loads required by code and criteria. The roof
would be metal ribbed deck with a firerated
vapor barrier and insulation, walkways, roof
drains and smoke vents, Exterior walls would
be ribbed prefinished metal siding, and in-
terior walls would be concrete block, insu-
lated metal and/or suitable non-combustible
material. Handling equipment would be pro-
vided to serve the cell and motor area.

A new converter assembly and fabrication
building as well as an addition to the exist-
ing decontamination building would be pro-
vided to service the add-on plant, and gen-
eral and administrative facilities would be
provided.

The total input power for a full size add-
on plant would be about 3 million horse-
power. With the added full-size plant aux-
iliaries and electrical losses, the total metered
power into the new switchyard would be
about 2600 MWe.

A make-up water rate of about 20 million
gallons per day would be required for a full-
size plant for the heat rejection system which
must dissipate about 7.4 billion BTU/hour.
This rejection occurs through four cooling
towers. The other major process utility re-
quirements include 150,000 cublc feet/day of
nitrogen and about 20 milllon cubic feet/day
of dry air for a full-size plant.

The stages would be of a single size. The
stage horsepower and, hence, interstage flow
would be tapered to conform to an economic
cascade. Each cell would contain sixteen
stages with total volume of about five times
that of a 000-size CIP/CUP cell.

*FY 1977 authorization amount as con-
tained in section 4 of HR. 8401, the pend-
ing Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act of 1976.

The M-0000 converter would be of an im-
proved, though conservative, design based on
the existing 000 TIA barrier geometry ar-
ranged for four stage badger cluster process
arrangements. The TIA barrier production
lines as they become available after com-
pletion of the CIP would support barrier
production for the new plant; thus no addi-
tional production lines would be necessary
to produce the required barrier tubes.

The process cooling systems would consist
of extended surface process gas coolers, a
bolling natural circulation intermediate cool-
ing system using Freon 114, water cooled con-
densers, a recirculating cooling water piping
network and pumps, wood mechanical draft
evaporative cooling towers, a supply and
treatment system for cooling water makeup.

All process piping and associated valves be
sized on the basis of an economic trade-off
between operation cost (flow losses) and cap-
ital cost.

Obligation authority of $170,000,000 re-
quested in FY 1977 will provide for continua~-
tion of design, initiation of long-lead pro-
curement, and the initiation of construction
of a compressor test loop facility, temporary
construction facilities, administration and
auxiliary on-site facilities, and activities as
required for the add-on plant. This level of
obligations is necessary to support the con-
struction schedule for this project.

9. Purpose, Justification of Need for, and
Scope of Project:

The capacity of the existing uprated dif-
fusion plants to sustain enriched fuel re-
quirements for power reactors is fully com-
mitted. New enriching capacity will be re-
quired in the mid-1980's to supply separative
work to meet nuclear power needs in this
time frame. An add-on plant at Portsmouth
would increase the Government'’s enrichment
capacity aimed at meeting these needs.

10. Details of Cost Estimate:

The estimated cost of an 8.75 million SWU/
year add-on plant is $2,800,000,000 in con-
stant FY 1977 dollars, not including any costs
associated with the construction of three to
six power plants that would be required to
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provide electricity to such an add-on plant.
FY 1977 obligations of $170,000,000 are re-
quired for continuation of design and Initia-
tion of construction.
Item cost
Engineering, design and
inspection
Construction costs
(1) Land improve-
ments, modifica-
tions to facilities
and buildings....
(2) Special facilities
(procurement) -.

Total cost

$40, 630
111, 000

151, 630

Contingency at 20 per-
cent of above costs

Total project

31, 000

182, 630

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Design and inspection will be on the basls
of negotiated architect-engineer contracts
assisted as necessary by the operating con-
tractors and consultants. A prime construc-
tion contractor will be selected to orm
the construction on & cost-plus-fixed-fee
basis, with majority of the work to be sub-
contracted. To the extent feasible, all sub-
contracts for construction and procurement
will be accomplished by fixed-price competi-
tive bids.

U.S. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AD-
MINISTRATION—FiIscar. YEArR 1977 BuUbGeT
AMENDMENT ESTIMATES—PROGRAM SUPPORT
PrOGRAM DIRECTION—OPERATING

ERDA is continuing work on expansion of
the Government's existing gaseous diffusion
plant at Portsmouth, Ohio. ERDA Manage-
ment of contractor design, engineering and

SUMMARY OF COST ESTIMATES
[tn thousands]

June 25, 1976

construction activities at the project offices
will require 100 people to be brought on board
by the end of FY 1977. This engineering and
administrative support will require addi-
tional funding of §2,675,000 to cover salaries,
travel, and other costs such as employees’
moving expenses, supplies and materials, and
communications services. The additional per-
sonnel involved will carry out ERDA's re-
sponsibilities in implementing the intent of
the p! Nuclear Fuel Assurance Act of
1976. Initially, they will manage the activi-
ties needed to advance the Hedge Plan pro-
posed in this amendment and support the
ongoing negotiations with private enrichment
ventures. Following passage of the Nuclear
Fuel Assurance Act, these personnel will
carry out project activities related to both
the private enrichment ventures and the
add-on plant.

Actual fiscal

year 1975 year 1976

Estimate fiscal Estimate transi-
7 tion quarter

Estimate fiscal year 1977

Amended esti-
Amendment mate to Congress

Previous
estimate

$153, 136 1 §192, 003

$48, 750 212,185 32,675 $214, 860

1 Includes fiscal year 1976 reprograming action approved in April 1976, and fiscal year 1976 transfer request for the Hedge plan approved by the Congress on May 19, 1976,

PROGEAM DIRECTION PROGRAM—
EQUIPMENT OBLIGATIONS

and Initiation of on-site construction will be
undertaken during FY 1977. ERDA Manage-

ERDA is continuing work on expansion of ment of contractor design, engineering and

the Government's existing

gaseous diffusion construction activities at the project offices

at Portsmouth, Ohlo. Continuation of design will require 100 people to be brought on

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES
[In thousands]

board by the end of FY 1077. Additional
Tunding of $125,000 is required to supply ad-
ministrative equipment such as typewriters,
caleulators and reproduction equipment nec-
essary to support the project office staffs.

Program

Actual fiscal
‘year 1975

Estimate fiscal Estimate transi-
year 1976 tion quarter

Estimate fiscal year 1977

estimate

Amended esti-
Amendment mate to Congress

Program direction

$2, 568 $, 121

3840 $4, 200 3125 $4,325

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, of the
$8.8 million additional authorization, $6
million will provide for an increase in
the level of effort in ERDA’s program to

On page 2, line 26, delete the figure “$8,-

$70,878,000" and substitute therefor the fig-

ure “§3,871,676,000".
Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, this

permit actual in-plant testing of new and amendment would add $800,000 to the
larger equipment being designed for use $1.2 million requested by the administra-
in the so-called add-on gaseous diffusion tion for fiscal year 1977 for the thermi-
plant and for an increase in the level of onic energy conversion program.

technical support for design and con-

Thermionic conversion offers the po-

ruction of the add-on plant. The rest tential for improvement in the utiliza-
ﬁ the $8.8 million is for engineering tion of fuel in the generation of electric-
and administrative support necessary to ity, notably in connection with so-called

carry out various activities related to ex-
pansion of uranium enrichment capacity
in the United States.

I believe that this additional author-

topping cycles for electric powerplants.
If successiul, the development of a
thermionic topping cycle could permit
increasng the efficiency of thermal power

jzation is vital to meeting the design and plants from the present range of 33-40

construction schedules for the Ports-
mouth uranium enrichment facility and
is therefore vital to assuring that domes-

percent to 50 percent or better. For a
1000 megawatt electric powerplant this
increase in efficiency would result in a

tic and foreign nuclear powerplants in savings of 3 million barrels of oil per
the mid-1980’s will not suffer from a year.

shortage of nuclear fuel.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed fo.

AMENDMENT NO. 1847

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No, 1847, for Mr. PASTORE
and Mr. BAKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The committee believes that the in-
crease in funding recommended for this

program can be used effectively to ac-
celebrate research and development in
this promising area,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the gquorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HASKELL. Will the Senator from
New Mexico yield for a unanimous-con-
sent request?

Mr. MONDALE, I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. HASKELL., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that John Cevelie
and Tom Laughlin of my staff and Ann
Wray of Senator CransTon’s staff have
the privilege of the floor during debate
and voting on this measure,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1784

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No, 1784, which is a tech-
nical amendment, and which I call up
in behalf of Senator JacksonN and Sen-
ator PASTORE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Washington (Mr. Jack-
sox), for himself and Mr. PASTORE, proposes
an amendment No. 1784:

On page 2, line 17, strike out “$675,208,000"
and insert in Heu thereof "$691,918,000.”

On page 21, line 23, and on page 22, line 1,
strike “$199,516,000" and insert in lieu there-
of “$206,416,000".
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On page 22, line 5, strike “$8,607,000" and
insert in lieu thereof *‘$5,607,000”.

On page 22, line 12, strike “$284,820,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$288,540,000".

On page 23, strike lines 4 and 5.

On page 23, line 6, strike “(c) ™.

On page 23, between lines 10 and 11, in-
sert the following:

“{b) Program Support:

“Project T7-16-a, laboratory support com-
plex, Los Alamos Sclentific Laboratory, New
Mexico, $6,000,000.".

On page 23, line 11, strike “(b)" and Insert
In lieu thereof “(c) ™.

On page 30, line 8, strike “approved”
and insert in liem thereof “approval”.

Mr. MONTOYA. These amendments
are of a technical nature and their adop-
tion will be consistent with the action
taken by the Committee on Inferior and
Insular Affairs and the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy. I ask unanimous con-
sent that these amendments be con-
sidered en bloc and adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments are con-
sidered en bloc.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments.

The amendments were agreed fo.

AMENDMENT NO. 1654

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment 1654.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment proposed by Mr. Has-
KeLL, for himself and others, is as
follows:

On page 17 insert between lines 11 and 12
the following:

Sec. 407. Section 106 of Public Law 91-273
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsectlion:

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this sectlon, sums appropriated in excess
of $1,743,000,000 under this section shall be
expended only to meet the Federal share of
the costs of the Clinch River demonstration
breeder reactor. For the purposes of this sub-
section the Federal share is 50 per centum of
all costs of construction of the Clinch River
demonstration breeder reactor which exceed
$1,743,000,000.™.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires, is this the amendment
the Senator from Colorado desires 2
hours on?

Mr, HASKELIL. This is the amend-
ment, Mr. President, on which I desire
2 hours. I do not believe, for the infor-
mation of the Senate, that I shall take
anywhere close to that, probably 15 min-
utes on my side and however much the
opposition would like would suffice.

I point out, Mr. President, that this
amendment is cosponsored by Mr. Har-
FIELD, of Oregon; Mr. Cask, of New Jer-
sey; Mr. GraveL, of Alaska; Mr. HART,
of Colorado; Mr. Howiuings, of South
Carolina; Mr. LEaRY, of Vermont: Mr.
McGovern, of South Dakota; Mr. MET-
caLF, of Montana; Mr. NeLson, of Wis-
consin; Mr. RisicoFr, of Connecticut;

I ask unanimous consent that in addi-
tion to the listed cosponsors, Mr. HATH-
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away of Maine be added as a cosponsor to
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HASKELL, Mr. President, I think
that the list of cosponsors shows a very
broad geographical and bipartisan sup-
port for this amendment. With that as
a preface, let me describe what this
amendment does.

The amendment says, with regard to
the cost of the Clinch River breeder re-
actor, when, and if these costs exceed
$2 billion, the excess over $2 billion will
be shared equally by the U.S. Govern-
ment and the utility participants.

Mr. President, I think that it is im-
portant to put in perspective the his-
torical costs of this project. For exam-
ple, the costs on this project have gone
up 179 percent since 1972. Overruns on
other civilian projects during the same
period increased only 81 percent, or less
than half of the increase of the breeder
reactor. These figures are General Ac-
counting Office figures.

It is also important, Mr. President, to
understand that both ERDA and the
utility companies involved in the project
now, as of this month in 1976, give a cost
estimate of the project of $1.95 billion.
All that my amendment, cosponsored by
these other Senators, seeks to do is say
that if the cost overruns go over $2 bil-
lion, there will be an eqgual sharing be-
tween the utility parties and the U.S.
Government.

Let me add this particular fact to the
question: Basically, project is control
and management is in the hands of the
utility eompanies involved. For example,
130 of the top 200 management places of
the project organization will be filled
by the utility companies. So they have a
direet responsibility for management
control.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if
these companies are in management con-
trol and if, as they have, they agree on
what the project is going to cost, it
would be most salutary to insist that if
they are wrong, if they go over the
projected costs, the organizations that
they represent and by whom they are
paid—which organizations, incidentally,
will benefit from the project—should
share in any cost overruns.

I think it is probably important to see
if this is fair. Is this generally what is
done where you have a governmental-
private partnership in a demonstration
project, which this is, or, in fact, in pilot
projects? As I understand it, in the non-
nuclear sector, there is only one existing
demonstration project, but ERDA has
prescribed a 50-percent private partici-
pation and, therefore, the private sector
involved in the Federal-private partner-
ship will bear 50 percent of any cost
overruns. The standard that ERDA has
put on pilot plants in the fossil sector is
that private participation shall be 33
percent. Mr. President, I hope that we
will all bear in mind that all this amend-
ment asks for is 50 percent of future cost
overruns—not 50 percent of past over-
runs, not 50 percent of project costs, but
50 percent of overruns if there be any in
the future. For that reason, Mr. Presi-
reasonable. In effect, it puts the monkey
dent, I suggest that this is extremely
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on the back of the people who are run-
ning the project; that is, the private
utilities, but only puts half the monkey
on their back. I think this type of stick,
I suppose we could call it, as well as the
carrot that they already have of the
benefit from the project, will be of bene-
fit to the U.S. taxpayer in that they will
see that their overruns, if there are any,
are minimized.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Before I do that, I modify my amend-
ment. On my amendment the reference
to the page and lines of the bill should
be page 27, and it should refer to lines 8
and 9, and I would, accordingly, modify
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered. The amendment is so
modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 27, insert between lines 8 and 9
the following:

Sec. 407. Section 106 of Public Law 91-273
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“{d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this section, sums appropriated in excess
of $1,743,000,000 under this section shall be
expended only to meet the Federal share of
the costs of the Clinch River demonstration
breeder reactor. For the purposes of this sub-
section the Federal share is 50 per centum
of all costs of construction of the Clinch
River demonstration breeder reactor which
exceed $1,743,000,000.”.

Mr, HASKELL. I yield the floor.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the
committee has studied this amendment
very carefully. We have evaluated it, we
have analyzed it, and the committee is
opposed to this amendment.

There are many reasons for the op-
position. One of the reasons seems to be,
and is, that it would impair the existing
contractual obligations between the Fed-
eral Government and the private partic-
ipants in the Clinch River breeder reac-
tor project with the likely result that the
project would have to be stopped until it
could be authorized as strictly a Govern-
ment project.

There is a contract between the par-
ticipating utilities and ERDA or the
Government with respect to the con-
struetion, with respect to management,
with respect to financial contributions
into the project by the Government and
by the utilities.

Under the contract, as I recall, there is
a ceiling, with respect to contributions
on the part of the utilities, of $257 mil-
lion. This is fixed right into the contract.

If this amendment passes, in order to
carry out its objectives and to enforce its
edicts the Government will have to can-
cel that contract unless the utilities in-
voluntarily assume a greater burden as
envisioned by the Haskell amendment. I
am sure they will not do this, and I am
sure if the Government insists on this
and states that it will not go forward
until the Haskell amendment provisions
are satisfied, this will cause the demise of
the entire project.

I and other members of the joint com-
mittee are just as concerned as the dis-
tinguished sponsor of this amendment
with assuring that every necessary step
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is taken so that the costs of this vital
project are kept under control and that
the funds are prudently used.

I personally conducted very thorough
hearings last year about the cost and
about the inecreased cost from the incep-
tion of the project, and we are frying our
very best to maintain complete, thorough
and accurate surveillance on the cost
structure of the project.

Although estimated costs of the proj-
ect have increased from $699 million
when the project was initially author-
ized in 1970 to $1.95 billion, the fact is
that none of the cost increases have been
attributed to managerial negligence,
omissions or inefficiency as is usually the
case where there are cost overruns. The
increases in the estimated cost of the
project are primarily because of cost
escalation, delay costs due to occurrences
not within the control of the Govern-
ment or any of the private participants,
and from changes in the design which
have been made in the interest of even
gzore safety and environmental protec-

on.

It is also a fact that the Government
will bear the burden of the substantial
increase in the estimated cost. This is so
because the private participants in the
project who, incidentally, number over
1,750 privately owned utilities, publicly
owned utilities, rural electric coopera-
tives, as well as other companies involved
in the nuclear industry, have not agreed
to increase the total amount of their
contributions which is, as I stated before,
$257 million. The authorization for the
project in 1970 required that a coopera-
tive arrangement be worked out between
the Government and the private partici-
pants. That arrangement is now the sub-
ject of mutually agreed to and definitive
contracts for the development, design,
construction, test operation, and opera-
tion of the Clinch River Demonstration
Project,

These provisions are locked into the
contract. The Government cannot, with-
out breeching the contract, extricate it-
self from its responsibility and must
honor the commitment it made to these
utilities when they started contributing
into this project.

These contracts are now in effect. In
May of 1976 they were amended to pro-
vide that the Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration has the com-
plete responsibility to manage and con-
trol the project. Utilities have no person-
nel in policy positions and they certainly
have no authority with respect to the
management of the particular project.
They have people on the site partici-
pating in the project, and this is pro-
vided for in the contract. But ERDA has
the sole, final, and complete responsibil-
ity for carrying on the construction of
the project and placing this demonstra-
tion plant eventually into operation.

ERDA has made itself available, as
have the private participants, to provide
valuable services as ERDA might deem
necessary. The private participants' fi-
nanecial responsibility under the con-
tracts is a limited one and there is noth-
ing at all in the contract which provides
or suggests that the Government would
look to the private participants to pro-
vide additional financial contributions in
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excess of the amount which the private
participants have agreed to provide. In-
deed the contracts carefully limit the
private participants’ financial obligations
for the project to the total amount of
their pledges. No “open ended” financial
risk of any kind is imposed on them.
Throughout this project no one has sug-
gested that it would be fair or prudent
to impose an open ended risk on the pri-
vate participants. Had we done this in
the beginning we would not have at-
tracted all these utilities to come in and
sign a firm contract of contribution to-
ward the project.

Now, for the Senate to enact the Has-
kell amendment and for this amendment
to become law is to deny to the utilities
the commitment that was made to them
by the Government. It is a breach of
faith on the part of the Government for
this amendment to be enacted. I do not
know what all of the dire consequences
might be if this amendment should be
enacted. It would most certainly bring
the project to a halt because of
a breach in the present contractual ar-
rangements which would have a lasting
effect on the project and might cause
undue delays. It might relegate the Gov-
ernment to assuming full and complete
finaneial responsibility for carrying on
the project after considerable delay in
negotiation and failure to arrive at a
mutual agreement with the private par-
ticipants.

Enactment of the Haskell amendment
which would limit the Federal share of
the costs of the project to 50 percent
of any amount in excess of $1.743 billion
would mean that the existing contrac-
tual arrangements between the Govern-
ment and the private participants would
be impaired.

This presents a constitutional ques-
tion—impairment of contract under the
constitution.

As a result, the private participants
could choose as I stated before to just
abandon the project. If that occurred,
the project, which is authorized as a
cooperative project, could not be con-
ducted by the Government alone unless
and until it is authorized as a Govern-
ment-only project.

According to information which the
joint committee has received, both from
representatives of ERDA and of the pri-
vate participants, it is most unlikely that
the utilities would agree to contribute
more than the $257 million they have
already pledged for a project over which
they have no managerial role and re-
sponsibility.

There is no legal way that the utili-
ties could be required to commit them-
selves to more than they have currently
pledged. It should also be pointed out
that this project was authorized and the
private participants entered into the
joint venture with the Government for
the Clinch River project before the
guidelines of a 50-50 cost sharing by
industry and Government in demonstra-
tion plants was applied within the ex-
ecutive branch. Even though that is the
case, the fact is that the private partici-
pants’ contribution to the Clinch River
project is the lairgest ever made in the
United States.

The Clinch River Project is now a Gov-
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ernment-controlled, owned and operated
project which will be located on Govern-
ment property, and the utilities have no
control whatsoever over the project costs.
Under the existing cooperative arrange-
ments for Clinch River, the private sec-
tor is participating by contributing skills
and experience and by making substan-
tial financial contributions. The very es-
sence of the arrangement is to demon-
strate the technology so that the Gov-
ernment can make the fruits of that
technology available to the private sec-
tor for it to decide whether that tech-
nology should eventually be used com-
mercially to generate electricity. There
is nothing in the cooperative arrange-
ments which give particular benefits or
profits to the private participants or any
other special interest group.

The project is certainly of great im-
portance to our country and it is one
of the top, if not the top, priority energy
developmental projects in the country.
The project is a vital step along the way
to a commercial breeder system. If the
goal of commercialization of the breeder
is to be achieved after the successful op-
eration of the Clinch River Demonstra-
tion Plant, there will be much more
utility investment needed.

Placing an additional burden on the
private participants in the Clinch River
Project would impair existing contrac-
tual obligations and, while of guestion-
able legality, is most certainly unfair and
inequitable. The result would be daddi-
tional substanfial delay in the project
with escalation in project cost for this
vitally important project.

If the purpose of the amendment is
to achieve cost consciousness and sav-
ings, I can say to the Senator from Colo-
rado that the Joint Committee; other
committees of the Congress and the Gen-
eral Accounting Office have displayed a
keen interest in the project and it is
quite clear that the participanis are
aware that this congressional interest
will be continued. Furthermore, Dr. Sea-
mans, the Administrator of ERDA, has
testified before the committee that he
and his organization are dedicated to
managing the project so that progress
will be made with the prudent expendi-
ture of funds, So it seems to me that if
the interest of the amendment is to
achieve cost controls without damaging
this vital project, that everything reason-
able is now being done to exercise con-
gressional supervision over the project.
If there is any doubt about this, although
the Clinch River Project was authorized
in 1970 by Public Law 91-273, the Gov-
ernment funds for the project are be-
ing authorized and appropriated on an
annual basis. If the Congress believes
that a ceiling or other controls should
be imposed on the project, it is in a posi-
tion to do so in its vote annually on either
the authorizing or the appropriations
bills, Accordingly, the Haskell amend-
ment is unnecessary to achieve congres-
sional oversight and control over Federal
expenditures for this important project.

In summary, enactment of the amend-
ment will cause a severe impact with
respect to utility participation in the
project and would most likely result in
their withdrawal from the project. The
Joint Committee’s views in this regard
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are shared by the Energy Research and
Development Administration. I ask
unanimous consent that recent corre-
spondence from ERDA in this regard be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ENERGY RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1976.
Hon. Joax O. PASTORE,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, Congress of the United States.

Deae Mz, CEAmMAN: This is in response
to your request for ERDA’'s views as to what
would happen if a legislative requirement
were placed on the utilities to share in costs
for the Clinch River Breeder Reactor Project
(CRBRF) in the event such costs were to
rise above §2 billion.

It is our opinion that such a requirement
could cause a severe impact with respect
to utility participation in the project. The
change may be considered by the utilitles as
a repudiation of the present contract and
would certainly be considered contradictory
to the Memorandum of Understanding be-
tween the utilities and the AEC which was
fully discussed with the JCAE prior to initi-
ating the CRBR project. In that arrange-
ment it was clearly understood that the util-
ities would be asked for contributions on a
“one-time-only" basis,

ERDA, under the revised contractual ar-
rangement which was signed recently, has
complete project management responsibility.
More , the 70 ERDA personnel in
the Project’s integrated ement staff
will have the suthority pertaining to policy,
direction of work, and contractual matters.
Utility personnel will fill meaningful posi-
tions in non-policy areas and in areas that
relate to technology transfer. The utilities
have agreed, in the contract revisions signed
recently, that ERDA shall have complete
management responsibility and they also are
continuing to honor the $250 million pledged
when they had the primary management
role. However, there is no legal way they
eould be required to commit themselves to
more than they currently have pledged.

‘The utilities entered into the jointly-
sponsored CRBRP before the guidelines of
50-50 sharing by industry and government
in demonstration projects were applied with-
in the Executive Branch. Further, the util-
itles” contribution to this jointly-sponsored
demonstration project is the largest ever
made in the United States. If their contribu-
tlon had not been provided, the Government
would have had to fund the entire project
from the beginning because of the impor-
tance of the IMFEBR to our country.

It is necessary to remember that even if
many of the utilities were willing to assume
the additional potential costs, the arranging
alone for such additional cost sharing would
be very time consuming and difficult. Seven
hundred and forty utilities have individually
pledged to contribute various amounts to
the CRBR Project. Each pledge agreement
would have to be negotlated individually.
Also, funds from utilities would most likely
have to be obtained by the utilifies from
customers through rate increases which
would require approval of their cognizant
public utility commissions.

While it is true that the state public util-
ity commissions (PUC) allow costs of R&D
to be passed on to rate payers, the PUCs
require utilities to show how they can re-
cover the costs, through successful R&D pro-
grams. In general, this means that resultant
savings on & discounted basis must exceed
costs within a reasonable and foreseeable
time. The decision is based on a business
analysis of the proposed work. In the case
of CRBR, the control of the project is no
longer in the hands of the utilities. The proj-
ect Is government-controlled, government-
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owned and located on government property.
Furthermore, it is a project of national in-
terest rather than one of local interest only.
Thus, any support by PUC's would have to
be based on an appeal for the national bene-
fits to be gained.

As a practical matter, nearly all of the
50 state regulatory bodies would be involved.
It is guite llkely that some private utilities
would back out of the project, if the pro-
posed amendment were forced upon them
because many utilities are much weaker fi-
nancially than when the project began.

In summary, the following considerations
are significant as they apply to participation
by the utilities in the CRBR program:

1. The present utility share was proposed
by the Government, and was accepted by
many of the utilities. It was clearly under-
stood by the utilities, the Administration
and Congress to be a “one-time" pledge.

2. The CRBR is now a government-con-
trolled, -owned and -operated project which
will be located on Government property, and
utilities have no control over the project
cost.

3. CRBR is one step along the way to a
commercial breeder system. Much more util-
ity Investment will be needed to continue to
move toward commercialization. It will be
more productive to focus utilities” resources
on the next step in furtherance of national

Finally, the placing of a requirement for
additional funds upon the utilities would
almost certainly cause delays in the project
with consequent escalation in project costs.

If you should have questions concerning
this matter, please let us know.

Sincerely,

Riciarp W. ROBERTS,

Administrator for Nuclear

Assistant
Energy.

Mr. MONTOYA. For all of the fore-

going reasons, the Haskell amendment
should be defeated, Mr. President.

Mr. BAEER. Will the Senator yield
to that I may speak in opposition to the
amendment?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes; I yield to the
Senator from Tennessee as much time as
he may require.

Mr. BAEER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding so I may speak
in opposition to the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from Colorado.

I came to the nuclear era at a fairly
early age. I will not wax nostalgic nor
try to overwhelm my coller gues with the
wave of nostalgia, except to say that re-
specting this debate on this amendment
and the general field of nuclear power in
the debate, it may be useful to remember
where we were, how we got where we are,
and what the future still holds, in my
judgment.

I recall, during the waning days of
World War II, that I watched the con-
struction and unfolding development of
the huge federally owned complex in my
native State of Tennessee. Of course, I
was a young man, then a very junior
officer in the Navy, and on my return
home I was able to see this intense ac-
tivity, some 60,000 people working there
behind chain link fences, guarded at the
gate by armed weapons carriers and fixed
gun emplacements.

This was a fairly awesome sight to
see in the mountains and valleys of east
Tennessee,

I was in Rhode Island at the Navy PT
school when I learned that that facility
had, in fact, been the loeation of the
heroic effort of the Federal Government
to build our first atom bomb which was
detonated over Japan.
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In that truly cataclysmic and extraor-
dinary way, they shot civilization into
its first truly new era in several millenia.

Mankind, a product of our advance in
science and technology, had not only
created the undoubted ability to incin-
erate ourselves in a giant holocaust, but
had opened new vistas, as yet undreamed
of, for the release of the human race
from the shackles of manual labor,

The peaceful promise of nuclear power
was evidenced even then in the ending
days of World War II, and even after the
terrible destruction of two Japanese
cities.

I recall at that time, as well, even dur-
ing the final days of World War II, that
there was great conversation about limit-
less electrical power, the free and easy
access to energy that science would bring
us as a result of this spectacular new de-
velopment.

There was conversation about the
transitory fashion in which we would go
in when we used our fission power, and
shortly would furn to the matier of burn-
ing the waters of the ocean, producing
energy, maybe even direct electrical pow-
er, to the advance of thermodynamics in
the fusion process.

I remember then, even in the late
1940's, discussion about that great prom-
ise. I remember, after World War II
when all of us came home, President
Eisenhower made what I thought was a
bold and great gesture toward the har-
nessing of nuclear power for peaceful
purposes.

Adm. Lewis Strauss was then chairman
of the Atomic Energy Commission. I re=-
member the phrase used by President
Eisenhower, to use nuclear power to beat
our swords into plowshares.

I believe that is the way the project
came to be known, as Operation Plow-
share.

But by then, we settled into the real-
ization that fusion power would be a lit-
tle further away and that we had better
develop other techniques for utilizing this
genie we let out of the bottle. And we
did. We began building nuclear reactors,
these vast controlled fission reactors that
produced heat, not electricity, or pure
energy, as we released over Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, but heat.

Mr. STONE assumed the Chair at
this point.

Mr. BAKER. We knew how to handle
them. The heat, in turn, boiled water,
and the water, in turn, converted to
steam, and the steam turned turbines
that produced electricity. It was a pretty
Rube Goldberg approach to it, I thought
then, and, as a matter of fact, I still
think so. Deep down inside me still beats
the ambition that we see a fusion tech-
nology and even the direst conversion of
fusion reactor power into electrical en-
ergy without the intervention of that
thermal dynamic cycle, without that
Rube Goldberg add-on heating water to
drive steam to run furbines to run gen-
erators to produce electricity.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, we have
not arrived at that age. We are at about
the same place now that we were a few
years ago, as we were whken Admiral
Strauss, President Eisenhower, our dis-
tinguished chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee, his predecessors and colleagues
and all of those who contributed so much
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in the House and Senate to the birth of
the nuclear energy, decided to go on
with fission power reactor industries and
built the first of the plants, the first, I
believe, at Shippingport, Pa.

I remember then, Mr. President, there
was a debate about how we ought to do
this, whether we ought to involve private
industry at all; maybe private industry
should not be involved in a matter so
sensitive, so involved in the national se-
curity, in the preservation of world
peace which, at that time, was the sole
trusteeship of the United States, shortly
to be shared with the Russians, British,
and French.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield
at that juncture?

Mr. BAKER. I yield.

Mr., PASTORE. It was done deliber-
ately in order to enter into a partnership
with private industry. We realized at
that time that it was in the national
interest to use this natural power of tre-
mendous proportion for the betterment
of mankind. We felt at that time, as I
feel today, that unless we can put the
atom to peaceful purposes it is a curse
that it was ever born.

Mr. BAKER. And we would betray a
trust that was given to us.

Mr. PASTORE. That is right. If all we
will do with the atom is to make bigger
and better bombs, I certainly want no
part of it. But can it serve us in medi-
cine, can it serve us in generating elec-
tricity? That is the question here. The
question here is not whether or not in-
dustry is trying to take advantage of the
Government on the breeder reactor. The
question here is, is it in the public na-
tional interest to have the breeder react-
tor? That is what we have to determine.

Mr. BAKER. And the answer to that,
Mr. President, I believe is a resounding
ves, not only to have the breeder but to
have the involvement of private industry.

Mr. PASTORE. I will have something
further to say when the Senator com-
pletes his remarks.

Mr. BAKER. I believe if we follow the
routes that other countries have fol-
lowed, notably the Soviet Union, Great
Britain, and France, and go it alone
just as a Federal project, a central gov-
ernment project, without the involve-
ment of private industry, we will have
betrayed our faith in a free economy.

I personally applauded at that time
the involvement of private industry in
the early Shippingport and other de-
monstrations that came. They were
demonstrations to demonstrate a new
technology.

To move on—because I do want to
yield the floor to my friend from Rhode
Island, who has been a distinguished
chairman of the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee, who has served so well in
this field—when we first began the dem-
onstration, we understood there was a
very heavy responsibility on the Federal
Treasury; that it should bear a heavy
share of that cost; that we should not
assign it to the ratepayer, to the man
and woman who pay their electrical
bill, to have it added to the electricity
bill.

The developments in those early days
yielded up the huge reactors that are
serving this country so well and produc-
ing a substantial fraction of the power
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in this country—and they will produce
even more—all safely, without ever ex-
periencing a single nuclear accident that
was fatal to any human being in the en-
tire nuclear history of the United States.

Mr. President, now we are at another
crossroads. A few years ago I had
another chance to be involved in other
conversations with another President
and another chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission, about going for-
ward with a demonstration project on
the next technology, the breeder reactor.
Then, as earlier, I really hoped we could
skip the whole thing; that we could go
directly to fusion and maybe even di-
rectly to conversion to electricity from
the fusion reaction. But my friends in
science and industry, and mostly in the
system of national laboratories that the
AEC set up, said, “Senator, you better be
calm and patient. We understand your
ambitions; we understand your hopes in
that respect. But you have to know you
probably have to burn the rocks before
you burn the water.” That means we
have to go with the reactors before we
get to fusion. It probably will not occur
until after the beginning of the next
century.

But there are not enough rocks, and
we will never make it with the known
reserves of high grade uranium, if we do
not go to the breeder technology.

I was convinced. I was reluctant but I
was convinced. I am convinced now. My
advice to the administration, along with
that of others, is that they should go for-
ward with the breeder demonstration
project. I am convinced, as the chairman
pointed out, that we were right in decid-
ing that private industry should be
involved.

Mr. President, my final remarks at this
time in this respect are these: This is
a demonstration project. Private indus-
try did not ask us to do this. We are not
building generators, we are not building
boilers, we are not building turbines or
even reactors for private industry. We
are building a single demonstration proj-
ect for the breeder concept, and it is
about time.

We will be the fourth country to do
that. We are not in the vanguard of this
seience or technology. We are behind the
Russians, the French, and the British,
and we are perilously close to being be-
hind the Japanese, Italians, and West
Germans, and goodness knows who else.
But it is a demonstration project and,
as such, it is a public project, not to be
borne exclusively by the family who pays
their electric bills every month. They
should not pick up the tab. The Federal
Treasury should do it. That iz why this
project was designed this way.

At the same time, we knew that to
demonstrate feasibility we have to prove
more than we can breed fuel. This exotic
device will produce more fuel than it
consumes, which is a popular way to put
jt. It does, but of a différent type. It is
not quite perpetual motion, but it sure
does challenge the mind.

We had to demonstrate something else.
We had to demonstrate that we can build
this thing: that it will operate over a
period of time; that the materials are
suitable to it; that the valves and ma-
chinery are adaptable to it; that nothing
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untoward is going to happen; that the
risks are acceptable; and *that it is eco-
nomical. We have to prove that private
industry can do something with it after
we build this machine. That is why we
brought them in. We asked them; they
did not ask us.

Mr. President, when we brought them
in they made a reasonable request. That
was to put a limit on what they had to
spend. We did that. We said, “You put up
a quarter of a billion dollars and we will
put up the rest.” That is where we are.
I still think that is a good arrangement.

We said to them:

Look, If we are going to demonstrate the
feasibility of this project, you supply us
with your bright young men and women.
You supply us with your engineers and man-
agers so that we can see that this truly does
demonstrate that there is a future in the
breeder technology for the generation of elec-
tricity, maybe for 100 years, to keep the lights
burning in this country.

They said, “OK, we will,” notwith-
standing that the Federal Government
has the sole control and management of
this project. They willingly supplied
their technicians, many at sacrifice, to
help develop the feasibility of this
project.

Mr. President, without meaning any
unkindness to our distinguished col-
league from Colorado, I think in this con-
text and against this background it is
only fair to say that the intendment of
the Haskell amendment, whether inten-
tional or otherwise, is to destroy the ac-
cumulation of our efforts for 30 years.
Mr. President, I trust the Senate will not
do that.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose this amendment but, in doing
so, I must, in all honesty, say that I can
understand the concern of my colleague
with reference to safeguards and safety.
I can understand the concern of my col-
league as to these escalation costs which
regrettably are happening in every direc-
tion of our daily lives. I can understand
all that. But let me say this: If Henry
Ford had to guarantee that he could
build the Lincoln Continental before he
built the flivver at the turn of the cen-
tury, we would not have the Lincoln Con-
tinental today.

Science has proven that the evolution
of progress comes step by step by step by
step. Rome was not built in a day.

In 1969 I sat in the Cabinet room of
the White House when it was decided
that the breeder reactor would become
the first priority in the development of
nuclear energy.

I was there, the advisers of the Presi-
dent were there, and the determination
was made.

The question before us is whether or
not private industry, at this juncture,
shall assume 50 percent of the cost of
construction. That sounds- lovely; it is
beautiful language, but what does it
mean? It means that if this amendment
is adopted, the breeder reactor will go
out the window, purely and simply.

As the Senator from Tennessee says,
this is a demonstration plant. Is this a
pipe dream? Why, they have a demon-
stration breeder reactor in England;
they have one in France; and they have
one in Russia. But we do not have one.

In this context of today’s energy con-
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cerns, when we do not know when the
Arabs are going to shut off that spigot
again, when we do not know at what time
the lines at the gasoline pumps will be-
come longer, longer, and longer; when
we do not know those things, we had
better be careful what we do, and what-
ever we do we had better do judiciously
and not too hastily.

Let us take a good look at the amend-
ment. We have about 700 utility com-
panies that are more or less concerned in
this endeavor. At one time we gave the
responsibility of management to Com-
monwealth Edison of Illinois and the
Tennessee Valley Authority. After a
while we began to learn that if we were
going to do this job at all, the Govern-
ment had to take over the management,
and that is what we have done. The Gov-
ernment, under ERDA, today has taken
over the management of that project, to
insure not only that it is done at the
most economical cost, but at the same
time as effectively as possible.

Mr. President, I say to the Senate, if
you do not want the breeder reactor,
then take a direct shot at it. Just offer
an amendment saying the proposal for a
breeder reactor shall come to an end,
and then we can argue. But this idea
that we say, “Well, if private industry
will come up with 50 percent”—if pri-
vate industry is to come up with 50
percent, where do you think they are go-
ing to get it? Where do Senators think
these utility companies are going to get
the money? They are going to raise the
rates to the consumer. Where else will
they get the money? So it will come off
the backs of the American people, no
matter how we do it?

But if we leave it within the control
of the Government, as we did in 1954
when we got into the cooperative pro-
gram—and I managed that bill on the
floor in 1954. I managed that bill when
we brought in private industry, when
we got away from using the atom for
weapons alone, and moved toward using
it for other, constructive purposes.

Since that time we have made prog-
ress. Oh, I can tell there are a lot of
people who have no use for nuclear
power. They give you the argument: “Let
us have solar.”

We have almost $300 million in for
research, It was settled only yesterday
in conference. They settled it in confer-
ence yesterday, and they allowed more
money than we voted in the Senate. It is
up to about $300 million for solar ener-
gy. But is it here? I have looked around
in many places in my State, and I do
not see where solar energy, at the pres-
ent time, is satisfying our needs. Yes,
maybe it will come in 25 or 30 years, but
the imminence of another shutoff might
be tomorrow.

And where has nuclear energy taken
us? Nine percent of all the electricity
in this country is produced by nuclear
energy. Thirty-five percent in Illinois is
nuclear energy. In New England, my own
section of the country, 28 percent is nu-
clear energy. Shut it down, and what will
we do? We will throw thousands and
thousands of people out of work.

They went up there to New England
to hold a boycott or a picket line, and
who do you think rebelled against it?
The workers in the nuclear reactors. The
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very people that these great advocates
were trying to protect felt hurt that
they were there. Why? Because it meant
their jobs. They were working, and they
were not injured. As the Senator from
Tennessee pointed out, all over the world,
not alone the United States, but all over
the world, in these years we have had
nuclear reactors, we have not had one
single death or one single injury from a
civilian reactor. What better record do
you want?

I realize we were here until a quarter
to 12 last night, and that many Senators
are tired and could not get here this
morning. But look around you; what
are we talking to? About 95 empty chairs,
Tomorrow, when they read the Recorp,
they will read the arguments we made
today, and after they have voted today
they will know tomorrow whether they
voted correctly.

Mr. President, it is too bad we cannot
have rules whereby all Senators would
have to be on the floor to listen. Then if
the majority of the Senate feels we ought
to do away with breeder reactors, it is
all right with me. I have no personal
interest in it.

Do not stand up and tell me, “PASTORE
is being callous; he is not interested in
safeguards and safety.” Do not say that
to PasToRrE. I love my family. I have three
beautiful children. I have six beautiful
grandchildren. If anyone thinks I am
over here to hurt them or kill them, he
ought to take a good look at himself.

I I did not believe we could have
safety, I would be the first one to stand
up and say so. This is my valedictory;
I am not coming back here next year. I
am retiring, I have no bone to pick. I have
no ax to grind.

What I am saying here is, “Do not
throw the baby out with the bath water.”
That is what we are doing here. We are
making it impossible for private industry
to come in.

I know it sounds good: Let them come
up with half the money. But where are
they going to get it? They are likely to
say, “Oh, chuck it all; when we do not
have the petroleum and we cannot give
you the electricity, we will go to a brown-
out and a blackout.” That is what is
going to happen to us.

Sometimes we cannot relate between
the cause and the effect. We cannot see
the relationships sometimes. The minute
the embargo was off and the lines got
short, everybody forgot it. We put up the
55-mile-an-hour limits; but you drive
55 miles an hour any place in this coun-
try and every car on the road will pass
you.

We talk about conservation, but where
is it? “Oh, let George do it. Let George
do it; I am too busy. I am in a hurry.”
That is the attitude of America today,
and that is regrettable, because anything
we do today will have its effect 25 years
from now.

The talk about thermonuclear power.
Beautiful when we get it, but, you know,
I have been a member of that committee
since 1952. They told me then we would
have thermonuclear power in 30 years.
I am still waiting for it. When we had
the last meeting, I asked, “How much
longer will it take?” They said another
30 years.

In Rhode Island, what will we do on
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a cold, clammy, cloudy day? Oh, it may
be all right in Colorado. It may be all
right in Arizona, and probably in the
summertime in Montana. But at best it
will be an auxiliary power souree; it will
be a supplement. Everyone knows that.

You cannot rebuild every house and
every building in America. They say, “Go
to coal.” Where the devil are you going
to put it?

Oh, yes, when I was a boy, I remem-
ber we used to heat the kitchen with coal.
We did not have central heating, and I
had to get up in the morning, I had to
shake down that stove, and then take
the ashes out in the yard and sift them,
s0 I could recoup those that had not
burned, and then I had to light that
stove all over again, put the paper in
first and then the sticks and then the
coal.

Then to go to the bathroom, where
would you go? We did not have any
bathroom. We had to go outside.

You had to go out to that kitchen
sink in the morning and break the ice
with the ice pick before you could wash
up in the morning. I know all this. But
look at what we have today.

You know, they said we could never
put a man on the Moon, but we did. They
said we could never make a plane fly
faster than the speeed of sound, and we
did. They told us that we could never
make electricity out of nuclear energy,
and we did.

And so I say this is the Cadillac of
them all. If we can achieve this, and
this is only a demonstration plant, just
a demonstration plant, if we can achieve
a nuclear reactor that will produce more
fuel than it consumes America can face
up to anything in the world.

You realize today that we import more
than 40 percent of the petroleum that
we consume today in America. What if
ygu shut that off? What if you shut that
off?

I said this to Jimmy McEKenna, who is
my administrative assistant. He picks me
up and drives me in fo the office. As we
were coming along there are the ma-
chines back to back, bumper to bumper,
bumper to bumper. I said:

Jimmy, do you realize what would happen
if for some reason we ran out of gasoline
and we would have no vehicles to drive to
work?

After all, America is suburbia America
now. No one lives in the shadow of his
own job.

They live way out in the suburbs. They
have to travel 10, 15, 20 miles. At my
age, you know, I do not want to be riding
a bicycle to town. I do not think the
majority leader would like to do it ei-
ther. It is all right for these younger
people. They have a lot of vitality, a lot
of energy. They can do that very easily.
But I would have to walk. What time do
you think I would get in to work if I
started to walk 12, 14, or 15 miles?

America would come to a standstill.

That is what we are trying to avoid
and all we are doing here. That is all we
are doing here.

All T say is if you pass this amendment,
kiss the breeder reactor goodby. I hope
it does not happen.

Mr. HASKELL. Mr, President, really,
all we are trying to do here is to protect
the taxpayer. All the amendment does is
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it says, after years of runaway escalating
costs, as to the most recent agreed-upon
price both by the private parties and the
governmental party, if these people are
wrong the taxpayer of the United States
shoulld not bear the entire burden. All we
£ re saying is that if there are further cost
cverruns they should be borne equally
by the private parties and the US.
Giovernment.

Briefly, in summary, the cost of this
project has risen, as I said earlier, 179
percent. This is twice the cost overruns
o all other civilian projects.

The manager of the bill says we cannot
renegotiate the contract, that there is a
contract in existence. I have here a Con-
gressional Research Service letter of
May 11, 1976, which clearly indicates we
can renegotiate the contract, and I would
think this is only sensible because I can-
not imagine the Government entering
into a blank check type of contract.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this letter be printed in the
Recorp following the discussion of this
madtter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PrLL) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.7

Mr. HASKELL. So obviously and clear-
ly, we can renegotiate the contract.

The distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee mentioned that the private parties
have agreed originally fo put in about
$250 million. What do they get out of it?

Why should we renegotiate the con-
tract? One of the parties, for example, is
Westinghouse, and clearly Westinghouse
is not in it pro bono publico. They will
manufacture equipment which they will
sell and on which they will make a profit.
At least I hope they will make a profit,
and I assume they will.

The utilities and contractors that are
involved clearly get in on the ground
floor on technology developed by the U.S.
Government on which they will make a
profit.

So they are not in it, as I say, pro
bono publico. And this amendment does
not ask that we go back and ask them to
pick up any portion of the past cost over-
runs. All this amendment does is says
that, if their estimate now which they
have joined in with ERDA is wrong, they
pay half, and the T.S. Government pays
half.

I should point out that management is
in the private sector, and 130 of the top
200 positions are filled by members of
the private sector. So, I think this is a
fair amendment, a reasonable amend-
ment, and an amendment in the best
interests of the American taxpayer.

Mr. President, I will ask for the yeas
and nays. Is there a time certain before
which we cannot vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BmEer). No, there is not.

Mr. HASEELL. Mr. President, I am
perfectly willing to yield back the re-
mainder of my time, if my opponents
will yield back the remadinder of their
time, and I intend to ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield, ‘and withhold that re-
quest for a second, I have a brief
unanimous-consent request.

* Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, we are willing
to yield back the remainder of our time,

(Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Tom Biery of
the staff of Senator BarTLETT, Nolan
McKean of the staff of Senator HANSERN,
and Dick Friedeman of the staff of Sen-
ator DoLe be accorded the privilege of
the floor during consideration of this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ExHEIT 1

THE LiskarY oF CONGRESS,
Washington, D.C., May 11, 1976.

To Honorable Floyd K. Haskell. Attention
Mr. Tom Laughlin.

From American Law Division.

Bubject: Proposed Legislative Celling and
Cost-Sharing Amendment of Pub. L, 91-
273: Effect on Obligations of Parties to
ERDA Fast Breeder Reactor Contract.

This memo responds to your request for
our views on a proposed amendment to the
appropriate Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration (ERDA) Act that
would set & limit on funds available for a
project involving development of a Liguid
Metal Fast Breeder Reactor (LMFBR).

On the basis of a preliminary review of the
provisions of the contract covering this proj-
ect, forwarded with your request, and & read-
ing of the language of the proposed amend-
ing legislation and the cases that appear to
be relevant, I discussed with Mr, Laughlin of
your office on Friday, April 30, the apparent
situation with respect to continued perform-
ance of the private participants under the
LM¥FBR contract. In brief, our view is that
while the proposed cost-celling/cost-sharing
amendment of Pub. L. 91-273 could, of
course, be used as a legislative device to set
a financial maximum on the program, sub-
ject only t0 & 50%-shering past the maxi-
mum, there appears to be little support for
a position that fixing a maximum project
amount and a cost-sharing formula by stat-
ute will make it possible to “require™ per-
formance by private participants within
these rules. Stated another way: given pas-
sage of the amendment, it would still be a
matier of negotiating with the private con-
tractors for terms, including any maximum
or cost-sharing, for performance beyond the
level currently required by the contract.

In a subsequent discussion with Mr.
Laughlin, the question was raised whether
the Federal Government may In some way
be obligated beyond the total amount set out
in the contract. Once again, briefly, the Gov-
ernment’s obligation would be limited to no
more than the total amount that has been
appropriated and obligated under the con-
tract. There Is Insuficient Information in the
draft contract included with your request
(which, incidentally, gives no indication of
having been signed by the parties) to tell
what this might be. It may be that the level
is set by funding of the Memorandum of
Understanding of August 7, 1972, referred to0
on page 3 of the draft, if the draft has not
been completely negotiated and signed. The
conclusion as to the limit of the Govern-
ment’s obligation is based primarily on the
Anti-Deficlency Act which will be discussed
in the report to follow shortly. I am not
aware of any unusual circumstances regard-
ing performance to date or relations of the
contracting parties that might put this rule
to & test and will write the expanded report
nccordingly.

RoperT G. LAUCK,
Legislative Attorney.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time, and ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ardered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The yeas and nays have
h&ef ordered, and the clerk will call the
T

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. Boepick), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Mr. Harr) , the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. Macnusow), the Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. McCrELLAN), the
Senator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE),
and the Senator from California (Mr.
TuwNEY) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. INouvYe) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SymiwcToN) and the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. Bayn) are ab-
sent because of fllness.

I Torther announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacNuson) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock) , the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Garw), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) , the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HatriErn),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. McCruzrEe),
the Senator from IMlinois (Mr. Percy),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. Scorr),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. Tarr), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUucKLEY) is absent
due to illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
{Mr. Harrerp) would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 50, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 341 Leg.]
YEAS—31

Abourezk

Metcalf
Biden

Moadale
Nelson
Packwood

Proxmire
Ribicoil
Roth
Schweiker
Williams

Hart,
Haskell
Bumpers Hathaway
Byrd, Robert C. Helms
Case Hollings
Church Eennedy
Clark Leahy
Cranston Meansfield
Culver Mathias
Durkin McGovern
Gravel McIntyre

NAYS—50

Fong
Ford

Allen
Buker
Bartlett
Beall
Beilmon
Bentsen
Brooke Randolph
Byrd, Scott, Hugh

Harry F., Jr.

Cannon Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Steven

son
Stone
Thurmond
“Weicker
Young

NOT VOTING—19

Inouye
Magnuson
McClellan
McCiure
Percy
Scott,
Willlam L.
Symington

Fannin

Bayh

Brock

Buckley
Burdick

Garn
Goldwater
Hart, Fhilip A.
Hatfield

Taft
Talmadge
Tower

Tunney
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So Mr, HaskeLr's amendment was re-
‘jected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to lay on the table was agreed to.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO MEET DUR-
ING SENATE SESSION THIS AFTER-
NOON

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
cause the Committee on the Judiciary
has to deal with two pieces of legislation
which expire, on which action will be
taken automatically unless this is con-
sidered by next Monday, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary meet this afternoon during the
session of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION APPRO-
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (8. 3105) to authorize
appropriations to the Energy Research
and Development Administration in ac-
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1959, as amended, sec-
tion 305 of the Energy Reorganization
Act of 1974, and section 16 of the Fed-
eral Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1974, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HASKELL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Paul Parshley of
Senator TunneY’s staff have the privilege
of the floor during discussion on this
measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 105

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I have
an unprinted amendment at the desk
that I wish to offer in behalf of the com-
mittee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN-
TOYA) proposes unprinted amendment No.
105.

On page 2, line 9, strike "$5,250,304,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “'$5,266,004,000".

On page 2, line 26, strike “$3,377,676,000"
and insert in lleu thereof “$3,384,376,000".

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent
agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN), Will the Senator from New
Mexico yield for a unanimous-consent
request?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes, I yield.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Amy Bondurant of
my staff be allowed the privilege of the
ﬁoox: during debate and vote on this
particular legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
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ALLEN). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. MONTOYA, Mr, President, this is
a very simple amendment which the
committee is offering to increase the
funds authorized for very important
naval nuclear reactor research and de-
velopmental work to continue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield back my time.

Mr. BAKER. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded bacl:. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1943

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1943 and ask the
clerk to report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. HASKELL)
for Mr. TunNnNEY and others proposes an
amendment No. 1043,

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 29, between lines 8 and 9, Insert
the following new section:

Sec. 410, Section 106(a) of Public Law 91-
273 is amended by inserting immediately at
the end thereof the following: “Notwith-
standing any other provisions of law, prior
to the issuing of any permit authorizing the
commencement of construction of the Clinch
River Breeder Reactor Demonstration Plant,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall find
the operation of this facility will be in accord
with the common defense and security and
will provide adequate protection to the
health and safety of the public.”.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Bill Dono-
van of Senator McINTYRE's staff be per-
mitted the privileges of the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr., HASKELL. Mr. President, this
amendment was introduced by the Sena-
tor from California (Mr. TunNEY), but
Mr. TunneY had to be in California today
and asked me to ecall it up and discuss it
on his behalf.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a statement of Mr. TunneY be
printed at this point in the Recorb.

The PRESIDENT OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STaTEMENT By SeEN, TUNNEY

This amendment corrects what I feel is a
serious deficiency in the licensing procedure
for nuclear powerplants. Under the existing
law, the licensing procedure is a two-step
process. First, the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission approves a construction permit for a
proposed facility. Second, after the plant has
been built, the NRC determines whether or
not to issue a license to operate the new fa-
cility. A definitive finding of safety is not re-
guired until the second stage of this proc-

ess. The problem is that this vital safety re-
view is not undertaken until after the facil-
ity has been completed at a substantial cost
to the investor.

The Clinch River facility is expected to cost
the American taxpayer $2 billion. Can we be
sure that the finding of safety for this facil-
ity, as part of the application to operate the
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facility projected for 1983, will not be com-
promised by the fact that these tax dollars
will have already been used to complete the
facility? This amendment offers what I feel
is & more prudent approach to the licensing
procedure. It will require an initial finding of
safety before these tax dollars have been
committed, and before private investors com-
mit their valuable resources. It will ensure
that the plant design is the safest available
prior to issuing a construction permit,

I do not have to remind my colleagues of
elther the cost or the safety and health con-
cerns if the Clinch River facility has a de-
ficient design. I have recently learned that
the Environmental Protection Agency has
raised serious questions about the Clinch
River facility’'s plant design.

In evaluating the draft environmental im-
pact statement filed for the facility, the EPA
found that there were unresolved guestions
regarding the proposed plant design. The EPA
concluded that “this situation must be re-
solved before a construction permit is is-
sued.”

As a member of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, I have always felt that this
natlon should encourage the development of
responsible and safe nuclear power installa-
tions. Some Senators may erroneously inter-
pret this amendment as a means to delay the
Clinch River facility. That interpretation
would be totally inaccurate. The initial find-
ing of safety will not delay any pre-construc-
tion activities allowed under a Limited Work
Authorization.

All non-reactor vessel construction would
be allowed. In fact, if 1t is necessary to main-
tain construction continuity, the NRC may
authorize (after review and public hearing)
work to begin on the reactor foundation,
Also, the initial finding of safety will not pre-
clude the introduction of new technology as
construction progresses.

This amendment would modify the present
licensing procedure to ensure that the safest
possible plant design is approved prior to
the issuing of a construction permit. I feel
that it is good common sense to gain as much
assurance as possible that the plant design
will be acceptable before committing the
American taxpayer's 2 billion dollars. The
EPA has identified design problems at the
Clinch River facility which, to date, have not
been fully examined. In testimony before the
Joint Committee, the Chairman of the NRC
identified several design issues which need to
be addressed in developing the breeder re-
actor. This amendment imposes a responsible
licensing procedure to ensure that these
questions are answered to the best of our
ability before construction is completed and
before we embark down a road which may
waste the public’s money and jeopardize the
public’s health, safety, and welfare.

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, this
amendment has as cosponsors Mr. Casg,
Mr. Graver, Mr. HatHAWAY, Mr. Mc-
GovERN, myself, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr.
ABOUREZE, Mr., CRANSTON, Mr. PHILIP A.
Hart, Mr. LEaay, Mr, MeTcALF, and Mr.
DURKIN,

I am going to ask for the yveas and nays
on this amendment. This might be an op-
portune time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HASKELL, I might also say that
endorsement of this amendment is by the
United Auto Workers, Common Cause
the National Council of Churches, the
United Mine Workers, Congress Watch,
Sierra Club, Friends of the Earth, Na-
tional Resources Defense Council, and
the Environmental Policy Center,

Now, Mr. President, very simply what
this amendment does is to say that the
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NCR, the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, should approve the safety design of
a reactor prior to granting the right to
start construction.

I ask unanimous consent that a lef-
ter addressed fo the Assistant Director
for Environmental Projects of the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission from
EPA, Environmental Protection Agency,
dated May 5, 1976, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

U.B. ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY,
Washington, D.C., May 5, 1576.

Mr., Voss A. MOORE,

Assistant Director for Environmental Projf-
ects, US. Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
siom, Washington, D.C.

DgarR Mz, Moore: The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency has reviewed the U.B. Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission’s Draft En-
vironmental Impact Statement issued Feb-
ruary 11, 1976, in conjunction with the ap-
plication of the Project Management Cor-
poration and the Tennessee Valley Authority
for a permit to construct the Clinch River
Breeder Reactor Plant (CRBEP). Our de-
tailed comments are enclosed.

EPA has declared the CRBRP a 'new
source” in terms of Section 306 of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1872 (FWPCA). As such, SBectlon
511 of the Act charged EPA with fulfilling
the requirements of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1960, including that for
environmental Impact statements. Thus,
EPA jolns NRC in having such responsibili-
ties for nuclear facilities. However, as the two
agencies have agreed in the “Second Memo-
randum of Understanding” (40 Fed. Reg.
60115 Dec. 31, 1875), NRC Is to prepare the
impact statements with assistance from EFA
in water quality, aquatic impacts and other
areas where EFA has jurisdiction and ex-
pertise. Toward this end, EPFA has met (Oc-
tober 6 and November 6, 1976) with the NRC
staff and Battelle consultants to discuss
varlous aspects of the CRBRP and to ex-
change data and information. EPA's con-
cerns and assessments aired in those meet-
ings have generally beem well addressed in
the draft statement. We appreciate the co-
operation extended to EPA during its prep-
aration and look forward to continued co-
operative eflorts with NRC through the is-
suance of the final statement on this proj-
ect and beyond.

After a thorough review of the draft state-
ment, we have identified several areas where,
in our opinion, the assessment or presenta-
tion of the potential impacts of the CRBRP
is inadequate. The most serious example of
this, in our view, is the treatment of the “ref-
erence” and “parallel” reactor safety de-
signs, which are two separate design efforis
being conducted by the applicants concur-
rently with the research and deyelopment
needed to determine the safety design re-
quirements. Because of the resultant uncer-
tainty In the safety design, the NRC was
unable to conclude, In the draft statement,
that risks from reactor core disruptive ac-
cidents will be acceptably low. We believe
this situation must be resolved before a con-
struction permit is 1ssued on this project.
In our comments on the LMFBR program-
matic environmental statement (WASH-
1535), we urged ERDA to utilize conservative
design and siting pmct.loes with the GRBRP
ERDA's final prog tic  stat
(ERDA-1535) de.scrlba their safety goal, m
the interlm while the LMFBR safety pro-
gram progresses, as follows: “The goal is to
apply an overall degree of conservatism ap-
propriate to the state-of-the-art, utilizing
sound engineering judgment.” If NRC de-
termines that this design philosophy points
to use of the design conservatisms such as
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those in the applicanis’ parallel deslgn, we
urge NRC to require them to be incorporated.

Other examples of deferred guestions are
(1) the use of LWR criteria to determine
acceptability of design objectives and Hmit-
lns operating conditions, in lleu of applica-

ble criteria which have not yet been de-
veloped specifically for LMFBR's; (2) the
general approach to safeguards; and (3) the
disposition of the radicactive spent cold
traps. We recognize that there are some
questions that cannot be completely resolved
at this stage, because the technology has
not been fully developed (this is especially
true with respect to safeguards, where the
requirements are not yet defined). However,
we belleve that, in some other areas, the
statement can be Ilmproved by providing
more discussion of the criteria. For example,
we belleve more of the rationale should be
provided, in the final statement, for the
application of 10 CFR Part 50 (Appendix I)
and 10 CFR Part 100 to the project, since
these regulations are primarily directed at
LWR's, on which experlence has been de-
veloped. In general, we belleve there is a
need to additional licensing criteria
for application to non-LWR licensing proc-
esses.

Except for our reservations relatlve to the
treatment of core disruptive accldents, our
review did not disclose any problems serious
enough to impact on the question of whether
& construction permit should be issued for
thlsphnﬁ.tormllntembdmnsadmon-
siration project under full ERDA control,
However, we belleve that a full NEPA review
should be completed prior to use of the
plant beyond the demonstration phase, The
future NEPA review should fully explore the
environmental and safety implications of
the CRBRP operational information and the
latest R & D results.

Bincerely,

Acting Director, Office of Federal Activities.

Mr, HASKELL. I shall read for the
bmeﬂtofmyonﬂengmjustmsm—

Bmm of the resultant uncertainty in
the safety design, the NRC was unable to
conclude, in the draft statement, that risks
from reactor core disruptive accidents will
be acceptably low. We believe this situation
must be resolved before a construction permit
1= issued on this project.

This is what the amendment is all
about. This amendment asks that the de-
sign safety be passed upon and approved
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
before you begin construction.

The present situation is to postpone
this determination until the plant is in
operation. I point out, Mr. President, that
is $2 billion down the road, and it cer-
tainly occurs to me that the logical time
to pass on safety is before you begin
spending this type of money in construc-
tion for many reasons: No. 1, maybe you
have wasted all that money in construc-
tion because the design ultimately is not
approved or, more likely, having spent
all that money there is tremendous lev-
erage to find that the design is safe at a
later date.

For that reason, Mr. President, I feel
the amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TonrEY) is extremely desir-
able and, as a matter of fact, necessary.

I again call attention to the fact that
this problem was raised and this amend-
ment would conform with the recom-
mendations of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
trouble in many of these important situa-
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tions usually results from the fact that
our only approach to the problems in-
volved is by outsiders rather than those
sitting in a committee and listening to
the evidence.

Russell Train came before our com-
mittee, and I asked him eategorically
when he appeared before our committee
whether or not he was opposed to going
forward with a demonstration plant, and
he said, “No, no.”

‘We are talking about a demonstration
plant here. Now, if the Space Committee
and the space agency had to prove to
this country and guarantee that that
spaceship would land on the Moon before
they built it we would never have landed
on the Moon. This is what this amend-
ment does. It wants all the gu.a.ra.nhees
today for something that is going to
happen in futuro, and this is another
way of trying to kill it.

All of these organizations the Senator
cited have been against nueclear power.
They have been against it from the
beginning. All have been against it. We
know them all. We know why the coal
people have been against it. They have

against nuclear power. We
know why the Sierra Club is against it.
They will end up with a country of parks
with benches where people are sitting
on them collecting social welfare checks.
Is that the kind of a country we want or
do we want to put people to work? Where
are they going to get their energy? This
country consumes more energy in 1
year than the rest of the world put to-
gether, and if you ever cut us off, God
help us. We already have about 10 million
people out of work. We yet do not know
what iIs going to happen to us tomorrow
Insofar as the Middle East is concerned
and whether or not we can get the oil,
and even then we are at the mercy of the
price that the outsiders and the cartels
will charge us.

All we are saying here is give us a
chance and do not put all these road-
blocks in our way. I know Senator
TunNEY is absolutely against nuclear
power in that regard. He has been
against this reactor right along, and if
he cannot hurt it one way he will try
another way. This is no reflection upon
him, but he is prejudiced.

You might say, “Well, PASTORE, maybe
you are, f00.” You bet your bottom dollar
I am, but I am prejudiced on the other
side. At least I have heard the testimony.
I have talked day in and day out. I have
been the chairman of that committee,
and I go to the meetings, and I get it out
of the horse’s mouth. I do not have some-
body meet me out in the lobby and tell
me that this is a good one or a bad one.
I do not do that. I listen, and only by
listening can you learn when you get the
facts.

Now, what does this say? It says the
Nuclear Regulatory Conumission shall
find that the operation of this facility
will be in accord with the common de-
fense and security. Now you tell me what
it has got to do with the security of the
country. Are they equipped to do it? Only
the President can do that for you—only
the President of the United States ecan
do that for you—and the National Se-
curity Council. I think that the former
Vice President of the United States will
back me up on that. They are not
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equipped to do that. What has the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission got to do
with guaranteeing that it is in the inter-
ests of national security?

They do not attend the national se-
curity meetings. How do they know what
is going on? How do they know how many
missiles or nuclear subs, the Russians
have. How do they know that?

How do they know what we have? Be-
cause they are not privy to the classified
information that we are.

That is what this amendment amounts
to. It is putting the hatchet in the wrong
hand, and that hatchet will destroy this
breeder reactor project.

I hope that does not happen. I have
made this speech a dozen times. This
seems to be a perennial subject. It comes
up every time.

All I say to my friends who do not
want nuclear power, just stand up and
say, “Let us put it to an end.” If that is
what the people of the United States
want, let them have it. If that is what
the Congress wants, let it have it. But
then do it with a Irontal attack. Do not
do it by this back door.

It is ridiculous to say that nuclear
regulatory agencies have to guarantee
the security of the country before they
can build a demonstration plant. How
ridiculous can we get?

I hope this amendment is defeated.

Mr. BROOKE. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr, PASTORE. I yield.
Mr. HASKELL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly would agree, and I am sure the
Benator from Rhode Island would agree,
that we want maximum safety precau-
tions and that we ought to accomplish
this as we build this experimental fa-
cility. I think there is no question—at
least in my mind—that the Government
cannot be too careful in planning for the
handling of plutonium and the breeder
reactor itself,

I would like clarification of two points.
I take it, this is the same as the Tunney
amendment?

Mr. HASEELL, This is the Tunney
amendment.

Mr. BROOEKE. This is the Tunney
amendment.

Mr. HASKELIL. Senator Tuwney had
to be in California and I told him I would
bring it up.

Mr. BROOEE. And it has not been
modified?

i el(sl&r HASEELL. It has not been modi-

Mr. BROOEKE. First, I would like to
ask, is it the Senator’s intent that the
determination of safety means that the
Commission shall determine there is
every reasonable assurance of safety?

For example, I am concerned about
judicial interpretation of this provision.

Mr. HASKELL. Yes.

Mr. BROOKE. Because, of course, it
is impossible to predict any future event
absolutely, as the Senator from Rhode
Island has said, and I feel the standard
of reasonableness that governs most of
our regulatory systems, at least, would
need to apply here.

Mr. HASKELL. That would be my in-
terpretation, I say to the Senator from
Massachusetts.
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The language actually says “adequate
protection to the health and safety of
the public,” which I think carries im-
plicit within it the standard of reason-
ableness because nobody can make a

guarantee.

So what we are talking about is that
we are reasonably sure that the design
of this facility will be safe.

Mr. BROOKE. So it will be the same
reasonableness that we have in our other
regulatory agencies?

Mr. HASKELL. The Senator is correct.
That is the intention.

Mr. BROOKE. Second, is the Senator’s
intent to prevent site preparation and
other preliminary work prior to the mak-
ing of the determination of safety, or
does the Senator’s amendment refer to
the final construction permit?

Mr. HASKELL. The following, may I
say to the Senator from Massachusetts,
Mr. President, can take place under a
limited work authorization prior to the
determination of safety.

The first one would be preparation of
site for reactor construction, including
building of roads.

Two, installation of temporary con-
struction work facilities, including build-
ing for drafting tables, storage and con-
struction.

Three, excavation for powerplant
structure.

Four, construction of nonreactor com-
ponents in the powerplant, and then,
under special circumstances, construc-
tion of the reactor foundation.

All those preconstruction preparation
things may take place prior to the de-
termination.

Mr. BROOEKE. So this would not pre-
vent site preparation under this amend-
ment?

Mr. HASKELL. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct.

Mr. PASTORE. If the Senator will
yield, what does he mean by construc-
tion? I mean, if he is going to stop
the first brick, what does he have to pre-
pare the site for? It means everything.
This says nothing will happen until we
do thus and so.

Mr. BROOKE. Is the Senator from
Rhode Island’s interpretation correct? Is
that what the Senator says?

Mr. HASKEIXL, I think the Senafor
from Rhode Island is unduly exercised.

Mr. PASTORE. Oh, I am exercised,
but not unduly.

Mr. HASEELL. I do not know how a
more reasonable amendment could be de-
signed. We allow all preconstruction ac-
tivity and all we do is make a finding, at
least, the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, it is not the Congress, it is the
Commission, makes a finding that the de-
sign of the facility to be constructed will
reasonably be guaranteed to protect
health and safety.

I find it difficult to argue with this
amendment.

One further question the Senator from
Rhode Island seemed to be upset about,
the finding that the facility, the opera-
tional facility, “will be in accord with
the common defense and security.”

I point out, Mr. President, that this
finding is required by law to be made,
but the time to make it is later on when
the facility goes in operation.

It seems to me, the findings should all
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be made at the same time, in the begin-
ning.

So this requirement of finding the se-
curity is a finding the law specifies to
be made, but at a later date. All we are
doing is accelerating the whole process,
g0 we do not build a facility unless we
know it is reasonably going to be safe.

Mr. BAKER addressed the Chair.

Mr. BROOEKE. But stop the facility, is
the question?

Is the Senator trying to prevent site
preparation, or waiting until we get a
construction permit before we stop?

Mr. HASKFEIJY.. The answer is no. But
the items I read are allowable activities
under limited work authorization and
they are all the preparation of the site.
It is merely the construction of the fa-
cility itself that awaits the determination
of reasonable protection of public health
and safety.

Mr. BROOKE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, will the
distinguished manager of the bill yield
me time?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes.

Mr. BAKER. I wish to make an addi-
tional remark in response to the query
of the distinguished Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The question was, “What difference is
it going to make; go ahead with site
preparation and be able to do all these
things, but just make sure it is all safe
and sensible, it will not hurt anyone.”

Let me read what happened when we
asked the ERDA people about that. I am
referring now to a letter dated June 4,
1976, to the chairman of the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy, the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PasTORE).

The third and fourth paragraphs say
in speaking of the Tunney amendment:

The proposed requirement would delay
project completion by at least four years in
order to complete detalled plant deslgn; the
project cost would be increased on the order
of many hundreds of millions of dollars due
to the cancellation of existing orders, escala-
tlons, Increased overhead costs, etc.; and it
is uncertaln if the CRBR could ever get a
construction permit under these criteria
since data on “as-bullt” components and
structures are currently required by the
NEC In order to make a definitive finding
of plant safety.

In addition to the impact on the CRBR
project, the proposed criterla for a con-
struction permit would delay for four or
more years the Administrator’s decislon point
on LMFBR commercialization.

So we are speaking of at least 4, maybe
as many as 8 and possibly more, years
than that, and, according to the letter,
this delay would reduce by $3 billion for
each year of delay the benefits that would
be derived from the program.

Mr. BROOEE, Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield.

Mr, BROOKE. I am very pleased to
hear the Senator’s response. I am very
much concerned about this,

I do not want to prevent the program.
I do not want to prevent construction of
the faecility. But, at the same time, I
want to be assured that we have maxi-
mum safety. I do not think that is too
much to ask.

Mr. BAKER. Absolutely not. I could not
agree with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts more.

I wish to say a word or two just about
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that. I do not know, frankly, what the
Tunney amendment means:

“Notwithstanding any other provisions of
law, prior to the issuing of any permit au-
thorizing the commencement of construc-
tion of the Clinch River Breeder Reactor
Demonstration Plant, the Nuclear Regula-
tory Commission shall find that the opera-
tion of this facility will be in accord with the
common defense and security and will pro-
vide adequate protection to the health and
safety of the public.".

I know what that last clause means,
and I listened with great care to the ex-
planation by the Senator from Colorado
about what national security and the
common defense meant. Those are buzz
words, though, as the Senabtor and I know
as lawyers. They have a separate generic
significance, common defense, and na-
tional security. I am not quite sure I know
what that clause means. But I do know
this: I know that under the act which
creates the nuclear regulatory commis-
sion they must make a finding before they
can issue a construction permit, before
they can permit the limited work order,
or before they can permit full operation
or commercialization. They must provide,
under the charter that creates the NRC,
adequate protection to the health and
safety of the public of the United States.
That is their job.

I really do not think this last provision
of the Tunney amendment adds one whit
to the burden of responsibility to the
NRC.

As I said, I am not gquite sure that any
of us can supply a definitive and reliable
definition for the previous two phrases,
common defense and national security.

Mr. President, the last point I would
make in response to the excellent ques-
tions by the Senator from Massachusetts
is this: In my opposition to the Haskell
amendment, I dwelt somewhat on the
distinction between a demonstration
project and a commercial reactor.

I pointed out in opposition to the Has-
kell amendment that we are not dealing
with putting Federal money into building
a reactor for Florida Power and Light,
Duke Power Co., or Commonwealth
Edison. We are talking about the Federal
Government demonstrating a brandnew
technology. Demonstrate is the key word.

There are breeders already in Britain,
France, and Russia. We are demonstrat-
ing the feasibility of that project to meet
the voracious appetite of this country in
the next century.

One of the things that we are demon-
strating, and a lot of thought went into
this, is whether or not a commercial
breeder can be licensed. A decision was
made at the time this project was au-
thorized by the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy not to exclude it from the
licensing procedure for just that reason.
We could have done that. We could have
said this was a Federal experimental
project and, therefore, not subject to
licensing by NRC. But we did not do that.
We did not ask the Congress to do that.
Instead, we recommeded to the Congress
that the demonstration project demon-
strate not only scientific reliability, en-
gineering, and technological reliability,
but that it demonstrate economic relia-

" bility and attractiveness, and that it can
be licensed.

Under the existing statutes, the NRC
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must determine that it is not only ade-
quate from the safety standpoint, but
that it is adequate within any reasonable
challenge that might be addressed
against it. So we are demonstrating the
scientific feasibility and the economic
feasibility, and we are demonstrating
that a breeder reactor is licensable if we
decide to go forward with this project.

Mr. BROOKE. Will the Senator yield
for one further question?

Mr. BAKER. Yes. I think the Tunney
amendment would substantially distort
that testing of the overall feasibility.

Mr. BROOKE. Is the Senator from
Tennessee familiar with the related lan-
guage contained in the House bill? I do
not have a copy of it here. It is, as I said,
milder than the language which is pro-
posed by the Tunney amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. HasgerLn). If the Senator
would read the language, my question to
the Senator would be, What does he con-
sider to be the impact of that language?

Mr. BAEER, Mr. President, I have
been handed by staff a copy of the House
language. It is as follows:

Prior to issuing a construction permit for
the Clinch River Breeder Reactor Demon=-
stration Plant, the nuclear regulatory com-
mission must first find that there is reason-
able assurance that the plant can be con-
structed and operated at the proposed loca-
ftion without undue risk to the health and
safety of the public, and that in the opinion
of the commission the issuance of construc-
tion permit will not be inimical to the com-~
mon defense and security.

That was the House language.

Mr. BROOKE. I consider that to be
milder than the language being offered
today by Senator HASKELL,

Mr. BAEKER. It is certainly far less
in conflici with the charge and juris-
diction of the NRC.

Mr. MONTOYA, Will the Senator yield
at this point?

Mr. BAKER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. MONTOYA. I might say that the
House amendment to which the Senator
has alluded is merely a reenactment of
part of the regulations which are already
in force. It is merely a reenactment of
a regulation. That amendment is really
not needed,

Mr. BROOKE. Would that language
be acceptable to the committee?

Mr. MONTOYA. It is already a regu-
lation.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I yield the
floor so the Senator from New Mexico
or the Senator from Massachusetts may
obtain the floor in their own right.

Mr. BROOKE. Is the Senator willing
to take that language from the House
bill which is milder than the language
offered by the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. MONTOYA. If is milder and it is
the same as the regulations now in force
promoting safety. But it is not an ex-
clusive regulation. If the NRC should
decide to change this regulation in or-
der to promote greater safety, it would
be locked in by a statutory provision if
we enact it into this bill.

I wish to say also with respect to the
overall objective of the Tunney amend-
ment that there is an element of great
delay that might be occasioned if the
Tunney amendment is enacted and made
a part of this law. The Energy Research
and Development Administration has
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communicated with the committee and
lt}hisizwhattheysayintheirlet.tero!
une 4:

It is our view that adoption of a require-
ment that NRC make a definitive finding of
safety before a construction permit could be
issued, would have a very adverse effect on
the CRBR project and, therefore, we would
oppose it. We believe that CRBR licensing
should be treated in a manner comparable
to that for light water reactors and the NRC
is proceeding with its planning on this basis.
The most appropriate determination of safety
of breeders can be made by following com-
parable procedures to those used for light-
water reactors; and these procedures do re-
quire that a definitive finding of safety be
made before an operating permit is issued.

The proposed requirement would delay
project completion by at least four years in
order to complete detailed plant design; the
project cost would be increased on the order
of many hundreds of millions of dollars due
to the cancellation of existing orders, escala-
tions, increased overhead costs, ete.; and it is
uncertain if the CRBR could ever get a con-
struction permit under these criteria since
data on “as-built” components and struc-
tures are currently required by the NRC in
order to make a definitive finding of plant
safety.

The Supreme Court has ruled on the
two-step licensing process—first a con-
struction permit and then an operating
license—and this is what the Supreme
Court said in 367 U.S. 396 (1961) :

It 1s clear from the face of this statute
[Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended] .
that Congress contemplated a step-by- 5bep
procedure. First an applicant would have to
get a construction permit, then he would
have to construct his facility, and then he
would have to ask the Commission to grant
him a license to operate the facility. . . . The
second step of the procedure, the application
for and granting of an operating license, is
governed by §182a [of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended]. . . . It is clear from
this provision that before licensing the oper-
ation of PRDC's reactor, the AEC will have
to make a positive finding that operation of
the facility will “provide adequate protection
to the health and safety of the public”. 367
U.8. 405-06.

Further the Supreme Court said:

The Commission .. . had good reason to
make this distinction [between the construc-
tion permit stage where a definitive safety
finding is not needed and the operating li-
cense stage where such a finding is needed].
For nuclear reactors are fast-developing and
fast-changing. What is up to date now may
not, probably will not, be as acceptable to-
morrow. Problems which seem insuperable
now may be solved tomorrow, perhaps in the
very process of construction itself, We see no
reason why we should not accord to the Com-
mission’s interpretation of its own regulation
and governing statute that respect which is
customarily given to a practical administra-
tive construction of a disputed provision. 367
U.S. 408.

There should be no misunderstanding
on the safety question for this worthy
project or for any other nuclear facility.
The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
has repeatedly, from the very beginning
of the nuclear power program, insisted
that safety in the operation of nuclear
facilities be given paramount impor-
tance. As far as the Joint Committee is
aware, the preeminence of safety has
never been sacrificed. The outstanding
safety record of the nuclear power in-
dustry certainly bears this out. By law,
the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974,
the Clinch River Breeder Reactor, al-
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though it is a prototype demonstration
reactor, must be licensed by the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission before it can be
constructed and before it can be operated
just as are other nuclear power reactors
which are to be constructed and operated
by the utility industry.

The reasons for the commitiee’s con-
clusion that the amendment would be
most counterproductive as far as safety
is concerned are simple and straightfor-
ward. these reasons are as follows:

First. The amendment would disrupt
existing licensing which are
sound and well established. The exist-
ing licensing requirements under the
Atomic Energy Act and the implementing
regulations require a careful, step-by-
step approach, both before a decision can
be made authorizing construction of a
reactor, and before a decision is made
authorizing operation of the reactor.

Before the construction can be com-
menced, the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission has to find, among other things,
that there is reasonable assurance that
the proposed reactor can be constructed
and operated at the proposed location
without undue risk to the health and
safety of the public.

This finding is preceded by a review by
the independent Advisory Committee on
Reactor Safeguards, as well as by pro-
ceedings before an independent Licens-
ing and Safety Board in which interested
members of the public may participate.

After commencement is authorized,
the construction of the plant may take
from 3 to 4 years. During this period of
construction, the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission must, in carrying out the
regulatory responsibility imposed on it
by law, assure that the plant is being
constructed according to specifications
and that any changes in technology
which bear significantly on nuclear
safety and environmental protection are
incorporated in the plant design.

After construction of the nuclear re-
actor has progressed to the point at
which final design information, as well
as plans for operation of the reactor are
ready, the applicant submits the final
safety analysis report in support of an
application for an operating license. The
final safety analysis report sets forth
pertinent details on the final design of
the facility which take into considera-
tion, among other things, any changes in
regulatory requirements which are
needed in the interest of safety and en-
vironmental protection.

The final safety analysis report is re-
viewed by the regulatory staff, as well as
by the independent Advisory Committee
on Reactor Safeguards. Before an operat-
ing license can be issued, the staff must
prepare a safety evaluation report on
the operation of the reactor. The Advis-
ory Commiittee on Reactor Safeguards
must prepare its report and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission must offer an op-
portunity to interested members of the
public for a hearing on the issuance of
an operating license. Prior to making
the findings necessary for the issuance of
an operating license, and prior to the is-
suance of an operating license, the regu-
latory staff must assure itself that the
reactor has been constructed in accord-
ance with the final design, that the con-
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struction is substantially completed and
that the required test program prior to
operation has been

Furthermore, to provide for the as-
surance that the goals of protection of
the public health and safety and envi-
ronment are met, each license for con-
struction of a nuclear reactor contains
detailed technical specifications which
set forth with great particularity safety
and environmental protection measures
to be imposed on the reactor and the
conditions of its operation that are to be
met in order to assure protection of the
health and safety of the public and the
surrounding environment.

So, Mr. President, the commission
now, by virtue of its experience, by vir-
tue of tested procedures, is doing every-
thing that is possible to insure the safety
of these reactors.

I do not think the Tunney amend-
ment is needed. I think the Tunney
amendment would be counterproductive,
as I have stated before. I think it would
cause many years of delay, and in this
type of construction, every year of de-
lay means an increment in dollars of 10
to 16 percent.

I do not think we could afford that, be-
cause this is a very expensive project to
start with, and if we proceed with it on
an orderly basis, without delaying or
hampering it, it will still be costly; but
with the Tunney amendment the incre-
ment will rise sharply.

So I urge the defeat of the Tunney
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
vields time?

Mr. HASKELI,. Mr. President, did I
understand the Senator from New Mex-
ico to say that the determination on prac-
uees’ot health and safety was being made
now?

Mr. MONTOYA. Yes. Under the pres-
ent procedures, the NRC at all times
during the stages of construction makes
that determination, and if a new tech-
nology arises, it provides innovations in
the design. They are constantly doing
surveillance on the construction and
keeping pace with the new technology
that might arise during the construction
period,

Mr. HASKELL, Mr. President, I submit
that if the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion was in fact now making an advance
determination on health and safety, prior
to construction, there would be nothing
against making this a matter of law.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HASKELL. Maybe I misunderstood
the Senator.

Mr. MONTOYA. I said as construction
proceeds.

Mr. HASKELL. Well, what if any de-
termination is made, if I may ask the
distinguished Senator, before construc-
tion is permitted to commence? Is any
health and safety determination made?

Mr., MONTOYA. I refer the Senator
to regulation No. 50.35 of title 10 of the
Code of Federal Regulations: -

When an applicant has not supplied ini-
tially all of the technical information re-
quired to complete the application and sup-
port the issuance of a construction permit
which approves all proposed design features,
the Commission may issue a construction
permit if the Commission finds that (1) the
applicant has described the proposed design

20651

of the facility, including, but not limited
to, the prinecipal architectural and engineer-
ing criteria for the design, and has identified
the major features or components incorpo-
rated therein for the protection of the health
and safety of the public;

Mr. HASI"ELL. I see. Then, Mr. Pres-
ident, the Commission says that you
must identify the features that provide
for the health and safety; but this, of
course, is short of making a finding of
design safety.

I would submit that such a finding,
when you are building a demonstration
plant, is essential, because if you find
that some feature of it is wanting in
safety, then, prior to construction I
would think you would send them back
to the drawing board for additional re-
search work and additional pilot plant
work before getting into the demonstra-
tion phase.

Mr. MONTOYA. Will the Senator
yield at that point?

Mr. HASKELL.

= Certainly.

Mr. MONTOYA. Let me go further
down in the regulation. I did not want
to quote everything unless necessary.
The regulation further reads that “on
the basis of the foregoing,” to which I
alluded a few seconds ago:

On the basis of the foregoing, there is
reasonable assurance that, (1) such safety
questions will be satisfactorily resolved at
or before the latest date stated In the ap-
pl!catton for completion of construction of

the proposed mﬂlty, and (il) taking into
consideration the site criteria contained in
Part 100 of this chapter, the proposed facil-
ity can be constructed and operated at the
proposed location without undue risk to the
health and safety of the public.

Mr. HASKELL. I thank the Senator.

I think what the Tunney amendment
is doing is asking for a somewhat more
stringent standard of finding.

The finding, as I understood the reg-
ulation, had to be applied by the time it
was in operation. There probably would
be reasonable assurance. The Tunney
amendment seeks to advance that find-
ing so that atleast we have a finding of
design safety.

For that reason, I hope that the Sen-
ate will adopt the amendment of the
distinguished Senator from California
because I do not see how it can delay
construction, and I think it is something
such as we are talking about, an initial
finding of safety is essential, and if they
cannot make it, then they ought to start
redesigning it.

With that, I am glad to yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strongly
urge the adoption of the amendment of
the distinguished junior Senator from
California. There are few, if any, issues
more critical than providing all possible
safety requirements for the construction
and operation of nuclear reactor plants.
This prudent amendment offers a re-
sponsible approach to insure that the
Clinch River facility doés not pose un-
acceptable dangers to the health and
safety of millions of Americans.

The Clinch River reactor as the final
demonstration project will illustrate
whether or not breeder reactor power
production is both commercially feasible
and safe. It will establish the standards
for all future breeder reactors. There-
fore, it is imperative that every possible
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safety precaution be taken before it is
rushed to completion.

It is infinitely more important that the
Clinch River facility be built safely than
it is that it be built quickly. While this
might result in a delay in construction,
the assurances and peace of mind are
well worth the limited time involved.

It would be far better to lose a little
time now than face the risk of losing
thousands and perhaps millions of lives
later from a possible accident at this
plant or a future nuclear facility built
on the Clinch River experience.

Furthermore, if more time is taken
granting a construction license in order
to certify it is safe for operation, time—
and taxpayers’' money—will be saved at
the operating stage as the issue will have
been resolved.

Based upon ERDA's projected con-
struction timetable for the Clinch River
faecility, the present licensing procedure
will not require a definitive finding of
safety until 1983. Nevertheless, General
Electric and Westinghouse are presently
developing plans for a commercial
breeder reactor which will be available in
1978—five years before we will even
know if the Clinch River model is safe. I
am convinced that more needs to be
known about the safety of the Clinch
River plant before the construction per-
mit is issued. This becomes particularly
significant when we remember that two
of the three previous breeder demonstra-
tion projects, the EBR-1 and the Fermi,
in this country have experienced near
catastrophic shut-downs.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment not for the purpose of de-
laying the Clinch River facility, but as a
means of creating a judicious licensing
procedure that will insure that private
investors are not overzealous in develop-
ing the breeder reactor. None of us wants
to develop alternative energy sources at
the expense of the public’s health and
safety. It would be a ftragedy if the
Clinch River facility, at a cost of at least
$2 bpillion, was found to be unsafe fo
operate. It would be a far greater tragedy
if the momentum carried an unsafe
breeder into actual operation.

Mr, STAFFORD. Mr. President, in re-
cent wyears, Congress has taken some
dramatic first steps in the fields of en-
vironmental and occupational health as
we have become more aware of the fact
that we have been introducing new tech-
nologies at rates faster than our capa-
city to understand them.

Because we have not developed ad-
equate protections, the explosive de-
velopments in the chemical field have
given us the dramatic and shocking
problems of the Kepones, the P-C-B's
and the vinyl chlorides.

Controversy continues to surround our
development of nuclear energy, par-
ticularly regarding the hazards that fol-
low construction and operation of nu-
clear powerplants.

I sense a growing sentiment that we
are nearing the point in our history when
the American public will want us to say
“no” to potentially dangerous new tech-
nologies unless those who advocate these
technologies are able in the first instance
to demonstrate their safety.

In dealing with nuclear power, it seems
to me to make sense to require those who
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want to initiate this kind of technological
development to demonstrate, before they
get first approval, that there are no un-
acceptable environmental risks involved.

They should be required to demon-
strate that the risks are worth taking.

This amendment seeks that goal, and I
urge the Senate to continue to demon-
strate its willingness to protect the Amer-
ican public from hazards that may not
be demonstrated until it is too late to do
anything about it,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time
yielded back?

Mr. MONTOYA. Have the yeas and
nays been ordered?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Is all time yielded back?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. HASEKELL. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is ylelded back. The yeas and nays have
been ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the distingiushed
Senator from Colorado (Mr. HASKELL)
and the distinguished Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TUNNEY).

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roil.

Mr. HUMPHREY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from California (Mr,
TuNNEY) . If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I
withhold my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCrLELLAN), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. Taumapce), the Senator
from California (Mr. ToNNEY), the Sen-
mtor from Michigan (Mr. HarT), are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senafor
from Hawaii (Mr. InoUYyr), is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SyMINGTON), is absent be-
cause of illness.
| Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
{Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock),
fthe Senator from Utah (Mr. Garx), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr., GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HaTt-
FIELD), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLURE) , the Senator from Illinois (Mr,
PErRcY), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
‘Tarr), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
ToweR), are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New York (Mr. BuckLEY), is ab-
sent due to illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Oregon (Mr,
HarrieLp), would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 30,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 342 Leg.]
YEAS—30

Gravel

Hart, Gary

Hartke

Haskell
Hathaway

Abourezk
Bayh
Biden
Brooke
Case
Church
Cranston
Culver
Durkin
Ford

Metcall
Mondale
Packwood
Proxmire
Ribicofl
Roth
Schweiker
Stafford
Stevenson
Williams

Eennedy,
Leahy
Mansfleld
Mathias
McGovern
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NAYS—53
Fong
Glenn
Griffin
Hansen Pastore
Helms Pearson
Hollings Pell
Hruska Randolph
Scott, Hugh
William L,
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Stone
Thurmond
Weicker
Young

Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bellmon
Bentsen
Bumpers
Byrd,

Harry F., Jr.

Muskie
Nelson
Nunn

Huddleston
Jackson

Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Johnston
Laxalt
Long
Magnuson
McGee

Cannon
Chiles
Clark
Curtis
Dole
Domenici

Eagleton

Eastland Morgan

Fannin Moss

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Humphrey, agalnst
NOT VOTING—16

Hatfleld Taft

Inouye Talmadge
McClellan Tower

McClure Tunney
Goldwater

Percy
Hart, Philip A. Symington

So the Haskell-Tunney amendment
No. 1943 was rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. BAKER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table, Mr. President.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1872

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open for further amendment.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1872.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL)
proposes an amendment:

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following:

TITLE IX—PROHIBITION AGAINST THE
PRODUCTION AND PURCHASE OF NEW
FLUTONIUM FOR USE IN WEAPONS

Sec. 901. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the Energy Research and
Development Administration is hereby di-
rected to cease, within sixty days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the produc-
tion and purchase of fisslonable nuclear
materials for use in weapons, Thereafter, the
production or purchase of such materials
for use in weapons may be made only if
specifically authorized by legislation enacted
after the date of enactment of this Act.

Sec. §02. The Secretary of Defense is hereby
directed to submit a report to the Congress,
within thirty days of the enactment of this
Act, setting forth:

(1) the total number of nuclear weapons
deployed and the total number of such weap-
ons stored by the United States as of the
date of enactment of this Act;

(2) the total potential explosive yleld of
nuclear weapons deployed by the United
States; and

(3) the total amount, in weight, of weap-
ons grade plutonium and of weapons grade
uranium possessed by the United States.

Sec. 903. (a) The United States shall not
deploy nuclear weapons in excess of the
number deployed as of the date of enact-
ment of this Act. as reported pursuant to

McIntyre
Montoya

Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Garn
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section 902(1); nor shall the total potential
yield of such weapons exceed the yileld figure
reported pursuant to section 902(2); except
that the President may authorize an increase
in such number of deployed weapons and/or
the potential yleld thereof if—

(1) he reports to the Congress the extent
of such increase and certifies to the Congress
in writing that such increase is essential to
the national defense of the United States;

(2) sixty days of continuous session of
the Congress have expired following the date
on which certification with respect to such
increase is received by the Congress; and

(3) neither House of Congress has adopted,
within such sixty-day period, a resolution
disapproving such increase.

(b) For purposes of this section, the con-
tinuity of a session of Congress is broken
only by an adjournment of the Congress sine
die, and the days on which either House is
not in session because of an adjournment
of more than three days to a day certain are
excluded in the computation of such sixty-
day period.

Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. President, the pur-
pose of this amendment is to provide &
first step in restoring reason to the U.S.
nuclear defense policy.

The amendment involves three meas-
ures which the United States can take
unilaterally, without at all weakening
the defense of the country, to begin re-
moving the fuse from the atomic arms
race.

The idea behind these measures is
simple and logical: You cannot kill an
enemy more than once; you cannot in-
timidate anyone by threatening to blow
him up a 39th time or a 40th time; and
the frantic acquisition by our military
of ever more atomic bombs and ever
more overkill capability is wasteful and
demoralizing.

The increasing number of American
nuclear weapons is not giving us secu-
rity, nor is it protecting our freedom, nor
upholding the values of our civilization.
To the contrary, it is making this coun-
try, and the rest of the world with us,
each day less secure, less free, less hu-
mane.

It has been recognized since the Hiro-
shima blast 30 years ago that nuclear
weapons would change the nature of war.
Many people suggested that man himself
might have to change to accommodate to
the new realities of nuclear fission and
fusion.

But in those 30 years, we have not
changed. Even the most obvious fact
about nuclear weaponry seems to be ig-
nored: That a point is reached—is soon
reached—when additional numbers of
nuclear weapons threaten not the enemy
who may seek to overwhelm us, but
rather threaten the whole of human civ-
ilization and the biophysical environ-
ment from which that civilization has
Sprung.

Before the atomic bomb, more weap-
ons may have meant more security. To-
day, more weapons can mean suicide.

My amendment addresses the three
great problems which atomic weapons
have brought to the United States: The
proliferation of nuclear arms; excessive
military secrecy; and nuclear pollution.

The amendment is meant to be a first
step in bringing these problems under
control. It would do three things:

Direct ERDA to discontinue the pro-
duction of new plutonium for weapons;
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Require public disclosure of the size
of our nuclear arsenal; and

Provide for meaningful congressional
participation in decisions about the size
of the nuclear arsenal.

I would like discuss each of these pro-
visions:

First, plutonium production. The bill
under consideration, S. 3105, authorizes
the continued production of weapons-
grade plutonium. I believe, however, that
the United States already possesses more
than enough plutonium to maintain a
completely adequate deterrent force. The
production of new plutonium, which is
itself a hazardous activity creating huge
quantities of radioactive wastes, should
be stopped.

The U.8. stock of fissionable materials
for weapons was already so large more
than 10 years ago that the Government
offered to cut off production on a bi-
lateral basis. In the decade since then,
even more of these materials have been
accumulated. These fissionable materials
do not lose their potency, and they can
be reused in new weapons when older
warheads become obsolete. We have some
30,000 weapons deployed now, in addition
to a huge stockpile of nondeployed weap-
ons and fissionable materials.

There is no question that in these
weapons and in the stockpile there al-
ready exists enough plutonium and high-
ly enriched uranium to assure a com-
pletely credible nuclear deterrent. In oth-
er words, a fully modernized nuclear
force can be maintained without produc-
ing weapons-grade plutonium. Since all
the plutonium we need exists already in
deployed weapons and in the stockpile, it
can simply be transferred from these
sources to new weapons, as the need for
modernization may require.

In this way, too, the environmental
hazards involved in plutonium produc-
tion would be averted. Already more than
200 million gallons of high-level radio-
active wastes have been generated in
our production of weapons materials—
and ERDA projects 32-million more gal-
lons over the next 10 years. The ultimate
storage of these wastes, like the wastes
of commercail nuclear powerplants, is
still an unresolved problem.

The second area is secrecy. My amend-
ment would make public the basic infor-
mation needed for citizen comprehen-
sion of our nuclear arsenal: How many
weapons we have deployed; the total ex-
plosive potential—that is, the megaton-
nage—of these weapons; how many
weapons we have stored; and the total
amount of weapons-grade plutonium and
uranium in U.8. possession.

Sensitive information like the accuracy
of our missiles is not involved here. Only
the basic outline and dimensions of our
nuclear arsenal would become public
knowledge, as they must if eitizens and
the Congress are ever to exercise any
control over the excessive nuclear ambi-
tions of our military.

Information like this would not aid any
enemy. As Robert Oppenheimer said:

There is grave danger for us in that these
decisions have been taken on the basis of
facts held secret. This is . . . because wisdom
itself cannot flourish, nor even truth be de-

termined. without the give and take of de-
bate or criticism. The relevant facts could
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be of little help to an enemy; yet they are
indispensable for an understanding of ques-
tions of policy. If we are wholly guided by
fear, we shall fail in this time of crisis.

Finally, congressional control. My
amendment would require the President
to announce publicly and to justify any
proposed increase in the number of de-
ployed weapons over the number cur-
rently deployed, or any increase in total
deployed megatonnage. The Congress
could then debate and, if it chose to do
so0, could disallow such an increase. This
means that the Congress would be in a
position, if it so decided, to impose a
ceiling on the number of nuclear weapons
deployed by this country. And it means
that both Congress and the public would
have the information necessary to make
such a decision.

This provision would not tie the hands
of the administration. Already, accord-
ing to publicly available estimates, we de-
ploy some 9,000 strategic nuclear war-
heads and some 22,000 tactical weapons.
The total explosive power of our arsenal
is reported to be in the neighborhood of
8,000 megatons, the equivalent of 8 bil-
lion tons of TNT, or 2 to 3 tons for every
person on Earth—or, put another way,
some 615,000 Hiroshima equivalents—or
4,000 World War II's.

Within these very high limits, the ad-
ministration and the military could, un-
der the provisions of this amendment, do
as they saw fit. Most notably, the im-
provement of missiles, the expansion of
the strategic force—especially the sub-
marine force—the improvement of war-
heads and other activities deemed nec-
essary would be completely unaffected by
this measure.

What Congress would be saying in
passing this amendment is simply: “If
30,000 atomic bombs, or 4,000 World War
II's are not enough to defend us, then
what will be enough? If you believe we
need more, you must explain why.”

I want to emphasize, Mr. President,
some of the things my amendment is not.

It is not unilateral disarmament, be-
cause it is not disarmament at all.

It does not leave this country without
adequate defense, because our nuclear
arsenal already provides as much de-
fense, in terms of numbers of weapons,
as it possibly can. Adding ever-greater
overkill capability—the second and the
third TNT equivalent ton for every hu-
man being on the planet, or the 40th time
we can evaporate every large Soviet
city—is not defense: It is paranoia.

This amendment is not a constriction
on the initiative of the President, be-
cause under its provisions, he is left
free—within the already enormous
bounds of our current arsenal—to act
entirely as he understands the interest
of the country to require. And even if he
believes our nuclear force should double
or triple in size, he is free to do that, pro-
vided only that he can persuade the Con-
gress he is doing the right thing. He
would not even need the Congress ex-
plicit permission, but would only be sub-
Jject to its disallowing any increase which
it found to be contrary to the national
interest.

I make no secret of the fact that I
myself would seek to contain our nuclear
force at or below its present level. I he-
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lieve that our current arsenal, and the
overkill contained there, is bestial; that
it represents a horrible victory of amoral
technological capability over the quali-
ties of restraint and compassion which
are the real achievements of human cul-
ture; and that, in fact, these terrible
weapons and our readiness to employ
them prove that we as a nation have
only a tenuous hold on these qualities,
the very ones which we sometimes say
the weapons are defending.

This brings me to what my amend-
ment does achieve.

It begins to restore to the Congress
and to the people the right to exercise
reasonable control over the war-making
powers of the Nation—and it opens to
the public view the basic factual infor-
mation which is essential for such
control.

Specifically, it asks the voter, rather
than the Rand Corporation, the ques-
tion: “How much is enough?”.

Why have we not previously insisted on
a clearer view of our nuclear arsenal?
Is it because people feel repelled and
overwhelmed by this subject?

A terrible analogy presents itself:

We were quick to condemn the self-
enforced ignorance of German citizens in
World War II with regard to the concen-
tration camps. But I say bluntly that we
are laying out a feast of death and geno-
cide beside which the stench of Ausch-
witz and Dachau would hardly be notice-
able. What is 6 million next to 60 million
or even 600 million?

More precisely, we as citizens are al-
lowing this catastrophe to proceed. And
while we surround ourselves with com-
forts and luxuries unprecedented in his-
tory, we are ignoring this central enter-
prise of our Government,

I know we are trying to negotiate an
end to this threat. And I know we are
not alone in this folly.

But the fact is that our SALT negotia-
tions are becoming programs for sched-
uling and even for accelerating the pro-
duction of more weapons by both sides.
Meanwhile, we ignore our
under the Non-Proliferation Treaty—
not to mention the compulsion of com-
monsense—to reduce the number of
atomic weapons.

On the subject of nuclear defense, I
believe American citizens feel helpless-
ness and frustration. On the one side,
they see the need for realistic military
preparedness. But on the other hand, I
believe they understand that defense
and suicide are becoming one.

Military secrecy is being used to cut
off understanding and real debate on
this subject. The military will oppose
the provisions of this amendment which
would make public the size of our nu-
clear force. I do not doubt that the
Pentagon would argue that this infor-
mation could aid an enemy.

But it is nmot the Soviets or the
Chinese who will learn anything from
publication of these basic, nonsensitive
facts. We have already thoroughly im-
pressed the Communist world with the
power of our weapons and the size of our
arsenal.

Rather, it is the American voter whose
eyes will be opened, and it is this voter
and his commonsense which frighten
our military planners.
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This amendment offers a first step
toward a nuclear defense posture which
is strong, democratic and moral.

‘We are already as safe as great num-
bers of nuclear weapons can make us.
More weapons will not make us safer.

It is time for the Congress once again
to exercise meaningful control over all
the war-making powers of the Govern-
ment.

It is time for Americans to recognize
the insanity of our current nuclear
posture,

It is time to stop acting on the basis
of fear, and to bring our own nuclear
arsenal—and from there, hopefully, the
entire nuclear arms race—under the
control of reason.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if this
amendment passes, I think that Russia
should declare June 25 of every year a
national holiday.

If this amendment were conceived in
the Kremlin I could understand it. But,
for the life of me, as an American who
loves this country and wants it secure
for the freedom of our children and the
liberty of our posterity, I ask have we
lost our reason? Look at what they do
here:

The Secretary of Defense is hereby di-
rected to submit a report to the Congress—

A public report—
within 30 days of the enactment of this Act
setting forth:

(1) the total number of nuclear weapons
deployed and the total mumber of such
weapons stored by the United States as of
the date of enactment of this act;

Do you think the Russians would tell
us? Do you think they would tell us
that?

(2) the total potential explosive yield of
nuclear weapons deployed by the United
States;

Oh, how they would love to know this.
Oh, how they would like to have this.
They would not need their intelligence
force; they would not need any espio-
nage, they would not need anything.
They could send all of those fellows they
have down there on 16th Sfreet back to
Moscow. They would not need them here
to spy because we would be doing it for
them.

Then, listen to this:

(3) the total amount, in weight, of weap-
ons grade plutonium and of weapons grade
uranium possessed by the United States.

Have we lost our minds?

Mr, STONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PASTORE. In just a moment I
shall be glad to yield.

Is this available to the Congress of
the United States in a classified way?
Of course it is. It is up there in my com-
mittee in a vault with security around
the clock to make sure nobody gets his
hands on it.

Why, Mr. President? Just so we do not
sell our children short. Sure, this is an
ugly world in many respects. Sure, we
have bombs up fo our necks that can
burn this world 25, 30 times over. Do
you not think I regret that?

But this is unilateral disarmament and
this is suicide.

I know I am using strong language,
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but what have we come to so that the
citizens of America would know how
many bombs we have got?

All they want to know is can we pro-
tect their freedom, can we keep this
country iree? That is what they want to
know.

Mr. STONE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator think
the Soviets would answer a letter asking
for this information and disclose that fo
us so that we can make a judgment?

Mr. PASTORE. They would not have
to do that. All they would have to do is
pick up the newspaper after the debate,
in the newspaper, they have it all

Nr. STONE. I am talking about the
Soviet information.

Mr. PASTORE. And would they give
us anything? Maybe ice water and crabs.

Mr. STONE. Is there a request made
for the disclosure of the exact list of all
these devices and how many people are
guarding them and what are theirs, and
request it?

Mr. PASTORE. Of course nof.

The argument is being made, that is a
closed society, but we are an open
society.

Yes, to a point. To a point, but we are
not a crazy society.

Mr. STONE. Is a request made for
their codes to be disclosed?

Mr. PASTORE. We are an open so-
ciety.

Mr. STONE. The various codes of trig-
gering and arming these devices?

Mr. PASTORE. Of course not.

This idea of wrapping this up in a
sugar coat, “the citizens need to know,
the citizens need to know,” well, my
goodness gracious, every time we make
this publie, we tell the rest of the world,
we tell Peking, we are telling the Krem-
lin, we are telling all our adversaries.

We are having enough of a bad time
now.

We talk about disarmament. We had
SALT I We have been working on SALT
IT. They have not reached a conclusion.
Does the Senator know why?

The Russians tell us in rhetoric that
they want disarmament, but when we
get them to sign a paper to disarm and
call for on-site inspection, that is where
we lose them.

That is where we lose them, and we
Egﬁre gone up that hill and down that

ill.

I have discussed this matter with the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. Stenn1s),
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services. He is absolutely opposed to this
legislation.

I do not want anybody to stand up
and cay that I do not want the people
to know. Of course, we want them to
know, but there are some things that
they know are so precious that should
not be told—publicly should not be told.

Now, this came up last year, I had
Jim Schlesinger who was Secretary of
Defense come upstairs in a closed meet-
ing with Senators, alone, and the Sen-
ators were there to ask any questions
they wanted on a need-to-know basis,
and they were told.

It is not that we do not want to tell
the Congress in a confidential, classified
manner, But this soys publicly.
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We are going to tell our adversaries
everything we have.

It is like playing poker. The fellow we
are playing against has the cards cov-
ered and we have ours open. What
chance have we got to win?

I say that this amendment can only
pass when the Russians do the same and
the Red Chinese do the same, but until
that day comes, we better be careful
what we tell them. We have got to be
careful what we tell them,

1 say, Mr, President, if the Senate ever
passed this legislation today—I say this
with all conviction—we ought to be
ashamed of ourselves. I hope it will be
defeated.

I move to lay it on the table.

I am sorry. The Senator may go ahead
and take his time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-~
ator from Alaska.

Mr. GRAVEL. Since my colleague
enjoyed himself in strong language, I
would like to enjoy myself in strong
language.

My colleague states that about passage
of this would indicate loss of our reason.
Let me just say that the fact we have
this mess we have in the world today and
the capability of having nuclear destruc-
tive power equal to 3 or 4 tons per human
being on this Earth is the loss of reason.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes, but the Russians
have it, too, do they not?

Mr. GRAVEL. They can destroy each
individual, maybe, with 2 tons.

Mr. PASTORE, That is right, and we
do not want them to know what we have
so they will not dare use theirs.

Mr. GRAVEL. Let us talk about what
the Russians know we have. Anybody
who thinks that this amendment would
cause a revelation of information to the
Russians is absolutely naive in the in-
telligence field.

The Russians know exactly what our
megatonnage is and we know what they
have, This is exactly the situation that
existed with the bombing of Cambodia
and Vietnam. It was a secret from whom?

The Communists? Hell, no. They could
look in the sky and see the bombs drop-
ping. It was a secret from the Amer-
ican people.

That is exactly what this is. This is
being held from the view of the Amer-
ican people.

Mr, PASTORE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRAVEL. I am happy to.

Mr. PASTORE. Where in the world
did you get that information? Where
did you get the information?

Mr. GRAVEL. It is common knowledge.

Mr. PASTORE. What do you mean,
common knowledge? You do not know.

Mr. GRAVEL. Wait a second. Yes, I
do know. I do know.

We had a big secret meeting last year
with James Schlesinger. I asked some
questions. Do you know who he deferred
to? To the committee.

Then he put out charts saying what
we have in devices. We can read any
one of those charts in the public news-
papers. The figures of what we have,
which is top secret, and what is pub-
lished as general knowledge, are not that
different. They are not that different in
Moscow, nor here,

Why will the Government not face
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up to it and tell the American people
for real what we have?

Why is it so important to be able to
kill the Russians 40 times? Is my col-
league not happy enough to be able to
kill them 20 times?

Mr. PASTORE. I am not happy on
that any time.

Mr. GRAVEL. Does he feel any extra
security because he can kill them an-
other 20 times? Is he happy to protect
his kids that way?

Mr. PASTORE. No.

Mr., GRAVEL. When is
enough? How many times?

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator from
Rhode Island is a moral man. He does
not want to kill anybody.

Mr. GRAVEL. How many times does
the Senator from Rhode Island want to
kill the enemy?

Mr. President, I think when we say
that we lost our reason, yes, we have
lost our reason for the very simple fact
we have so much overkill capacity that
it is immoral, it is bestial, and I asked
the very simple question, when is enough
enough?

I am asking, as was imputed by the
Senator from Florida, that we give them
any codes. That is stupid. I would not
offer to do that.

I am not asking that we give them the
time of launching. That is stupid.

There is a difference between policy
secrecy and order of battle secrecy. Troop
movement, submarine movement—that
is order of battle. That should be held
secret.

But our ability to destroy ourselves
and destroy the planet by a democracy
is something that should not be held
secret. The American people should know
about it.

What is so foolish about telling the
American people how many bombs we
have? It is somewhere, give or take,
30,000, give or take 5,000. It is no big
deal.

The difference, down to the exact
figure, is top secret. But the American
people could know that information.

Mr. STONE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRAVEL. What is wrong about
asking the President of the United States
to tell the American people, if we are
going to develop not a 40 times killing
capability of the Soviets, but another 50
times?

What is so wrong with telling that to
the American people? The average citi-
zen will ask a simple question: Why do
we need to be able to kill the Soviets 40
times?

Mr, STONE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRAVEL. I will be happy to yield.

Mr. STONE. Why tell the Russians
how many bombs we have? The Senator
just tried to. He not only told the Ameri-
can people x thousands of bombs, but
does he not think the Russians read the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, too? Why tell
them that or anything else?

Mr. GRAVEL. Does the Senator think
they can not read the English language?

Mr. STONE. I think they can read it
in the Recorp by the time the Senator
gets finished telling it.

Mr. GRAVEL. So there would not be
any mistake——

Mr. STONE. Do not do it anymore,
please.

enough
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Mr. GRAVEL. Let us be serious.

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Florida
is being very serious.

Mr. GRAVEL. I have charts here, pub-
lic information put out by the Defense
Monitor, which have a lot more specific
data than I have made reference to. If
the Senator wants to go into dramatics
and say I am giving out secrets, go ahead
and do it, but it does not make much
sense.

Mr. STONE. This Senator just re-
quested that the Senator from Alaska
only use that which has been published.

Mr. GRAVEL. That is all I have used.
Does the Senator from Florida say I
have used other information?

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Florida
knows that the Senator from Alaska is
asking for other information in this
amendment.

Mr. GRAVEL. I am asking only that it
be given to the American people. If the
Senator is afraid to trust the American
people with it, let me say that this
democracy is built on sand.

Mr. STONE. Democracy is not built
on sand, but neither is it built on fool-
ishness,

Mr. GRAVEL. Let me ask the Senafor
from Florida, if he is interested in fool-
ishness, how many times must we be
able to kill the Soviets?

Mr. STONE. Enough to deter them
from killing us.

Mr. GRAVEL. Do we win deterrence
at 20, 30, 40, 100? When is it deterrence?

Mr. STONE. Deterrence is not telling
them what the Senator has told them.

Mr. GRAVEL. They know we can kill
them 40 times. Is that deterrence?

Mr. STONE. Deterrence is certainly
not giving them intelligence information.

Mr. GRAVEL. Answer the question, I
say to my colleague. We can kill them
40 times. Are we going to appropriate
more money for more plutonium to kill
them more? What is deterrence enough?
Give me a figure.

Mr. STONE. I would trust the recom-
mendations of the committee as to the
figures.

Mr. GRAVEL. The committee does not
even know the figures. I will ask any
member of the committee: When is de-
terrence enough? How much kill capacity
is going to provide safety for our grand-
children? Tell us. Anybody.

Mr. STONE. The Senator’s amend-
ment does not go toward determining
any levels, It goes toward disclosing
secrets that the other side is not willing
to disclose to us.

Mr. GRAVEL. It goes to the levels be-
cause it will show the American people
how beastial, how immoral, and how
ridiculous our present posture is with
respect to nuclear capability. The only
way to show that is by making this stuff
public.

I ask again, tell me how much is
enough so we can vote on that. But we
do not know that. We have just been
building and building and building until
this entire world is going to he one big
keg of destructive capability. Some in-
sane person holding some responsible
position, which has happened in the
past, will light that fuse and blow us all
to kingdom come. It will be done in the
name of defense. It will be done in the
name of security. It will be done in the
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name of our families. All I am suggest-
ing is that I have enough confidence in
the American people to put out infor-
mation that the enemy already knows.

The Communists know how much we
have. The fear of our military planners
is not to tell the Russians. They know.
We know what they have; they know
what we have. The people we do not trust
are the American people. We know in
the final analysis when this information
is exhumed it is absolutely terrible. It
does not make any sense at all. Every
day that goes by we add more bombs to
our arsenal.

All I am asking is not to impair our
defense. My colleague charges this
amendment is unilateral disarmament.
Not one iota. We can continue to build
bombs. All we have to do is obsolete the
old ones and recycle the material into
new bombs. As we become more expert
in our technology to use these weapons,
we could take away the old and put in
the new. But, no, what we are mesmer-
ized by is a desire to have more and more
kill capability. We are like lemmings,
marching to the sea, marching to our
own destruction. For what reason? In
the name of defending freedom.

Let me say this: With the policies we
have, we are not defending freedom; we
are absolutely guaranteeing its self-de-
struction.

So I ask my colleagues to vote on what
I think is an eminently reasonable
amendment.

We have only addressed ourselves to
one point, that is giving information to
the American people.

What of the other point, involving the
Congress in a meaningful dialog with re-
spect to our nuclear capability, which is
really our total defense capability? We
run from it. We absolutely run from it.

Let me repeat: Some of my colleagues
state that agreeing to this amendment
would demonstrate a loss of reason. Let
me emhasize the lack of agreeing to
this amendment continues to indicate
that we have long lost our reason and
have not found the ability to recoup it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I have
no further debate to offer. My colleague
apparently wants to table the amend-
ment for fear of an up-and-down vote. I
think it is most unfortunate. I think we
could just as well vote on the merits of
it.

Mr. PASTORE. I will give an up-and-
down vote. I yield back the remainder
of my time.

Mr. GRAVEL. 1 yield back fhe re-
mainder of my time.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENT SUBMITTED

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I rise
in opposition to this amendment.

This amendment’s major aim is to
direct the Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration to cease its
production of all fissionable material—
uranium, plutonium, and tritium—that
would be used for nuclear weapons. The
reason offered in support of this amend-
ment is the belief that the United States
already possesses more than enough
plutonium to maintain a completely ade-
quate deterrent force. This is simply not
true.
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The United States is currently em-
barked on a program to modernize its
nuclear weapons so that our weapons
inventory can support our defense
strategy of flexible response—that is,
being able to respond to all types of
warfare. Accordingly, many technolog-
ical changes are being made to our
nuclear weapons so that they will be
most effective. In addition, the modern-
ization program is designed to improve
the safety and security features of our
weapons stockpile. This modernization
program requires that ERDA continue
to produce fissionable materials simply
because the new warheads require more
plutonium per unit than the ones being
replaced.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a letter from the
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense—
Atomic Energy, D. R. Cotter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1).

Mr. MONTOYA. This letter points out
that prohibiting production of these ma-
terials for weapons use, as proposed by
this amendment, would seriously impact
on the U.S. capability to modernize iis
nuclear stockpile, and would have an
adverse effect on the military capability
of both our strategic and tactical nuclear
forces, unless a mutual and verified cutoff
is adopted by other nuclear weapons
states.

Accordingly, I believe that we must
continue to produce these fissionable ma-
terials. It does not mean, however, that
our nuclear weapons inventory must be
built up. In fact, the trend of the nuclear
stockpile inventory has been downward
and the projection for the next 5 years
shows a continued downward and level-
ing movement. Continued production of
nuclear materials plus recoupment of
material from retired weapons is required
for a smaller, more modern, safer in-
ventory of lesser megatonnage.

This amendment also directs the Pres-
ident to submit a report to the Congress
setting forth the total number of nuclear
weapons deployed and stored by the
United States, the total potential explo-
sive yield of nuclear weapons deployed
and the amount of weapons-grade ura-
nium and plutonium possessed by the
United States. The amendment would
also require the President to announce
any projected increase in the nuclear
arsenal, and any increase in deployed
nuclear weapons.

Specific information on the number
and yield of our nuclear weapons and the
amount of weapons material in our stock-
pile, if it fell into the hands of potential
enemies, could be damaging to our na-
tional security. Public disclosure of this
highly sensitive information, in my jude-
ment, would therefore be foolhardy.

I believe the present procedures,
whereby information such as this is sub-
mitted in classified form to fhe Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy is most ac-
ceptable. The Department of Defense
and the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration are required under
section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1854, as amended, to keep the Joint Com-

June 25, 1976

mittee fully and currently informed on
these matters. The Joint Committee, in
carrying out its legal mandate as the
“watchdog’ over these activities, has al-
ways considered the status, safety and
security of the nuclear weapons stockpile
to be one of its most important responsi-
bilities. At the same time, no classified
information, to my knowledge, has ever
been released to the public or anyone else
by the Joint Committee.

The number of weapons in the stock-
pile, the number of weapons deployed,
their safety and security has been a mat-
ter of continuing concern to the Joint
Committee. Members of the Joint Com-
mittee have at various times visited a
number of locations where weapons are
stored, have observed the conditions, and
have made recommendations to the Pres-
ident and to the Secretary of Defense.
Members have urged the reduction in the
number of weapons deployed. They have
urged the deployment of only those weap-
ons which are essential to the U.S. secu-
rity requirements. As I indicated earlier,
our nuclear stockpile is decreasing both
in numbers and in total yield.

Exarerr 1

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1796,

Hon. JorN O. PASTORE,

Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomiec En-
ergy, Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. CEAIRMAN: This is in response
to your request for views concerning Sen-
ator Gravel’'s proposed amendment No.
1872 to S. 3105, the bill authorizing FYT7
appropriations for the Energy Research and
Development Administration, The proposed
amendment would: direct ERDA to cease
the production of new fissionable material
for use in weapons; would order the Secre-
tary of Defense to make public certain In-
formation about our nuclear stockpile; and
provide congressional review of any increase
in stockpile size or yleld.

Prohibition of production of fissionable
material for use in weapons would have an
adverse impact on the military capability
of both our strategic and tactical muclear
forces, unless a mutual and wverified cut-
off was adopted by other nuclear weapons
states. Approval of the amendment would
restrict stockpile modernization and would
prevent adoption of proposed strategic
weapon options, Disclosure of detalls of
the nuclear stockpile and materials may re-
veal specific capabilities to our adversaries.

The current modernization programs for
weapons include measures to enhance mili-
tary effectiveness in support of more flexi-
ble doctrine, as well as to improve safety
and security. Doctrine and hardware im-
provements are not mutually exclusive. To
meet these goals, future weapon moderniza-
tlon requires continued fissionable material
production. Retirements from the stock-
pile provide a portion of material but tech-
nological and doctrinal changes for new
weapons will require more plutonium even
though the stockpile will be smaller in
number and yleld. Additionally, since tri-
tium decays, maintaining the inventory will
require continued production.

Benator Gravel also proposes that the Sec-
retary of Defense report to the Congress the
total number of weapons deployed, yield
of the stockpile and guantity of weapons
grade fissionable material possessed by the
United States. As you know, this informa-
tion has been provided on a routine basis
and in great detail to the Jeoint Committee,
and has been carefully protected for many
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years, Public disclosure of general informa-
tion pertaining to numbers and megaton-
nage would not be detrimental to the se-
curity of the United States. On the other
hand, disclesure of specific information on
numbers, location and yield of nuclear war-
heads would be damaging to US and Allied
security. For your information, in response
to a Freedom of Information request for
total stockpile and megatonnage informa-
tion, a DOD-ERDA review is in progress to
determine national security impact of this
general information.

Additional detalled modernization ra-
tionale is attached, and is further discussed
in depth in two classified documents, “Re-
port to the Congress on Theater Nuclear
Force Posture in Europe” and “Improving
the Effectiveness of NATO's Theater Nuclear
Force,” both of which have been provided
to the Committee as well as other appro-
priate committees of the Congress,

Sincerely,
D. R. COTTER,
Assistant to the Secretary
of Defense (Atomiec Energy).
DETAILED RATIONALE FOR CONTINUED FISSION-
ABLE MATERIAL PRODUCTION

The basic national security objective is to

preserve the United States as a free nation.
This involves protecting the political inde-
pendence and the general welfare of the
American people. The ability to attain this
objective depends on the capacity to deter
aggression, to prevent coercion, and to re-
tain world stature and Infiuence. More spe-
cifically, U.S. national security objectives
are:
(1) To deter the use, or threat of use, of
nuclear forces against the United States and
its deployed forces, its allies, or other nations
important to U.S, security.

(2) To deter the use, or threat of use, of
conventional forces against U.S. forces, U.B.
allles, or other nations important to U.8. se-
curity, primarily through increased empha-
sls on improved conventional capabilities.

(3) Should deterrence fail, to terminate
any conflict on terms acceptable to the
United States and its allies while preserving
U.8. security interests.

The effectlveness of our nuclear forces in
providing credible deterrence and strategic
and regional stability continues to be of fun-
damental concern to the United States and
its allies. Without the foundation of our
nuclear forces, the security and cohesion of
our alliances ecould be in jeopardy. The
United States, as the strongest nation among
the Western Allles bears a particularly heavy
responsibility to enmsure that its nuclear
forces protect our allies as well as ourselves
and that they avoid present and future wvul-
nerabilities,

The stockpile, much of it having been ac-
quired under differing national nuclear pol-
icies, is diverse, both as to weapon type and
age. Portions of the current stockpile need
to be replaced or retired becaunse of:

Limited military capability or wutility
agalnst a threat;

Inability to meet the increased standards
of safety adopted to encompass current views
of the abnormal accident environment;

Outdated technology, imposing unneces-
sarily large costs in manpower, training, and
maintenance;

Decreasing reliability or
caused by aging: and

Lack of inherent design features to ensure
adequate security.

The US Is currently embarked on moderni-
gation programs which evolved from the
strategy of flexible response, in itself a mod-
ernization of docirine. This strategy of flexi-
ble response requlres adequate capabilities
for conventional, theater nuclear, and stra-
tegic nuclear operations and provides the

effectiveness
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overall framework for nuclear force moderni-
zatlion, These programs include delivery sys-
tems, essential support such as command,
control, and communications (C®), target
acquisition, deployments, and nuclear war-
heads. These programs are not mutually ex-
clusive and if we were to halt the hardware
modernization due to the prohibition on the
production of fissionable nuclear materials
for use In weapons, we could not attain our
doctrine modernization goal.

The hardware modernization program in-
cludes:

A larger spread of yields in our inventory
to support flexible response doctrinal
changes;

Safer (through the use of insensitive HE)
nuclear weapons which use more plutenium
than older designs; and

Improved military effectiveness,

Improved military effectiveness is achieved
through:

Warheads with better accuracy to allow
for replacement of older warheads on a less
than one-for-one basis;

Warheads whose output is tailored to en-
hance military effectiveness but reduce col-
lateral damage; and

Retirement of obsolete artillery warheads
(using only enriched uranium) for artillery
shells of longer range which use plutonium.

To meet these modernization goals which
are being accomplished to maintain the de-
terrent and raise the muclear threshold re-
quires the continued production of pluto-
nium and tritium. While many believe the
continued production of these materials
means a continued buildup in nuclear inven-
tory, this is not the case. The facts show
that after reaching a peak in 1966-1967, the
general trend of our inventory has been
downward and the projection over the next
five years shows a continued downward and
leveling mowvement. For the reasons men-
tioned above, continued production of nu-
clear material plus recoupment of material
from retired weapons is required for a small-
er, more modern, safer inventory of lesser
total megatonnage.

Over the last five-year period, about two-
thirds of the plutonium used In new weapon
bullds has come from new production and
one-third from retired weapons. For FY76, all
plutonium for new production will come
from retired weapons. The plutonium from
current productions will be needed in future
years when production of new weapons will
require more plutonium than will be avail-
sble from projected weapons retirements
which contain plutonium. Additionally, since
tritium decays, maintaining the inventory
will require most of the tritium produced
in FY76. Therefore, only a small amount will
be for new weapon builds.

Overall, the importance of our moderni-
zation goals to enhance deterrence requires
the continued production of muclear ma-
terials. Because of technological and doc-
trinal changes, our newer weapons will meet

modernization goals but will require
more material even though the stockplie
will be smaller in number and yield.

Along with the reduction of the stockpile,
nuclear weapons deployments have also been
reduced over the past two years. As mod-
ernization continues and as our forces are
reallocated, we anticipate deployments will
be further decreased.

A brief review of the U.S. and Soviet his-
tory is attached.

A review of the history of the US stoek-
plle shows (chart, not printed in Recorp) a
build-up in nuclear weaspons in the late 50's
and early 60's to meet national objectives
for nuclear strategic and theater forces,

The stockpile leveled off in the sixties and
shortly thereafier, it tock a general down-
ward trend as strategic missile forces started
to replace a portion of the inventory of
strategic aircraft and their bombs. The
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slight increase in the stockpile in the 71-73
time {frame reflects the Introduction of
MIRVs in the Poseldon and portions of the
Minuteman force. The second decreass,
from 78 to the present reflects:

Retirements of CONUS
weapons; and

Retirements of some obsolete tactical
weapons being replaced by new conven-
tional weapons and modernized nuclear
Weapons.

Examples of modernization are the intro-
duction of mere capable gravity bombs to
replace a larger number of fixed yield bombs;
the replacement of tactical Honest John
and Sergeant missiles by the Lance missile
which has greater range, mobility and yleld
flexibility, enabling i{ to engage the required
number of targets with a lesser number of
deployed weapons. Thus, although the re-
placements are on a less than one-for-one
basis in some cases, this actually represents
greater capabilities for the overall inventory
of tactical nuclear . Therefore, our
projection for the mext five years is that
the mumber of new weapons o be built will
be less than the number of weapons retired

This next chart (not printed In Recorp)
illustrates the mix in tactical and strategic

and shows that there will be es-
sentially equal numbers In the mix. US
planning envisions keeping these levels rela-
tively fiat over the next several years. How-
ever, this will depend on the success or
failure of Arms Control arrangements we
are pursuing with the Soviets.

The general trend in US strategic weapons
has been to red the megatc ge. The de-
crease was the result of several factors.
First, the US made a deliberate decision to
develop the capability to deliver multiple
instead of single warheads on each strategic
missile. This required a trade-off between
the large yield of a single warhead with
that of several smaller yield warheads whose
combined yield was less . . . yet their over-
all damage capability was pgreater.

Secondly, as the US ICBM and SLBM mis-
slle forces evolved into a highly reliable, sur-
vivable, almost 100% around the clock alert
capability, we required less bombers with
their larger yleld bombs for our overall stra-
tegic capability. Even though the total mega-
tonnage was reduced, the combined effective-
ness was increased.

Thirdly, the ICBMs and SLBMs became
even more effective as improved guidance sys-
tems made possible more accurate delivery
of each multiple reentry vehicle on its In-
tended target. As accuracy capabilities im-
proved, it became possible to use smaller
yield weapons on ballistic missiles, further
mllowing a reduction in required overall
megatonnage.

Thus, a large number of multi-megaton
bombs and missile warheads have been re-
tired and repleced by more effective multi-
ple payloads.

We believe this was a proper decision since,
measured In terms of effective megatennage
(or area coverage) multiple payloads have
given us an improvement in target cover-
age eflectiveness while still maintaining a
lesser number of aircraft or missile launch-
ers. This advantage is some compensation
for the large Soviet throw-weight.

This next chart (not printed in Recoap)
depicts the history and projection of the
US/Soviet strategic missile comparison.

The acquisition of a more capable nuclear
missile force (MIRVs plus accuracy) by the
USSE could have especially profound and
megative effects on US eecurity. The So-
viets continue to develop and deploy four
powerful ICBMs. They will have far sur-
passed the US strategic forces in throw-
weight capability.

A comparison of the US and Soviet force
levels, mid-1975 and projected through mid-
1976 is shown on the next chart.

alr defense
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UNITED STATES AND U.5.5.R. STRATEGIC FORCE LEVELS

Mid-1976

Unite:

d
States U.S.SR.

OFFENSIVE

lCBN[i’ launchers:

Operational 2. ... ...
G T Ch et R T T S

! Includes on-line missile launchers as well
as those in the final stages of construction,
in overhaul, repair, conversion and modern-
ization.

*Does not include test and training
launchers, but, for the USSR, does include
launchers at test ranges which are probably
part of the operational force.

sIncludes launchers on all nuclear-
powered submarines and, for the BSoviets,
operational launchers for modern SLBMs on
C-Class diesel submarines,

¢The following long-range bombers are
placed in this category: for the U.S.: B-52s,
FB-111, and Z-1; for the USSR: Bear, Bison,
Backfire.

s Includes deployed, strike-configured, air-
craft only.

¢ For the U.8,, includes bombers for RDT&E
and in reserve, mothballs and storage. For
the USSR, includes all variants of Bear,

Long-range:
ke
1,058 Others .

656 DEFENSIVE *
0 Air defense:
Surveillance radars
Interceptors 19
SAM launchers ¥___
ABM defense: Launchers......

Bison and Backfire (tankers, ASW, trainers,
reconnaissance, etc.) wherever located.

7 Represents the maximum number of air-
craft assuming no cannibalization.

8 Total force loadings reflect only those in-
dependently-targetable weapons associated
with on-line ICBMs/SLBMs and UE alrcraft.
Weapons reserved for restrlke and weapons
on inactive status are not included.

* Excludes radars and launchers at test
sites or outside CONUS.

1 These numbers represent Total Active
Inventory (TAI).

o These 10,000 launchers accommodate
about 12,000 SAM interceptors. Some of the
launchers have multiple rails.

While you can see that we possess about
three times the number of warheads as the
Soviets, we estimate that the megatonnage
for the strategic force levels favors the USSR
by a ratio of over 3 to 1.

GRAVEL AMENDMENT REBUTTAL

Portion guoted from amendment

“SEc, 902, The Secretary of Defense 1s here-
by directed to submit a report to the Con-
gress within 30 days of the enactment of
of this act, setting forth:

“{1) the total number of nuclear weapons
deployed and the total number of such
weapons stored by the United States as of
the date of enactment of this Act;

“(2) the total potential explosive yield of
nuclear weapons deployed by the United
States; and

“(3) the total amount, in weight, of weap-
ons grade plutonium and of weapons grade
uranium possessed by the United States.”

Information now furnished to JCAE
type of information

(1) Section B, C & L to the Stockplle
Printout covers deployments and storage

(2) Add “yield” and “on hand" columns of
stockpile printout, Section L or could provide
Section J

(3) Two sources:

Appendix A to HQ DNA-49 Report “Nu-
clear Weapons Technology Report”—contains
quantities and types of material by weapon
type for primary and secondary stages

ERDA Production & Planning Directive
76-0 contains all materials included in the
stockpile

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

Mr, GRAVEL. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. Taimapce), the Senator
from California (Mr. TuNNEY), and the
Senator from Michigan (Mr, HART) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Hawail (Mr. Inouve) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from

Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) is absent be-
cause of illness.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I announce that
the Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
GarN), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwATER) , the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GriFFIn) , the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HatFieLp), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. McCrure), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. Percy), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. Tart), and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. Tower) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New York (Mr. BuckiLEY) is absent
due to illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Hartrierp) would vote “nay”.

The result was announced—yeas 5,
nays 77, as follows:
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Mid-1975

Mid=1976

United
States

United
States U.S.S.R. U.S.5.R

5

, 600
, 000
64

[Rollcall Vote No. 343 Leg.|
YEAS—5

Hathaway

McGovern
NAYS—T7

Ford
Glenn
Hansen

Abourezk

Proxmire
Gravel

Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Bellmon
Bentsen
Biden
Brooke
Bumpers

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Randolph
Ribicoff
Roth
Schweiker

» Huddleston
Harry F., Jr. Humphrey
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson
Cannon Javits
Johnston
Eennedy
Laxalt
Leahy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Morgan

NOT VOTING—18

Griffin Percy
Hart, Philip A, Symington
Taft

Hatfield
Talmadge

Inouye
Garn McClellan Tower
Tunney

Goldwater McClure

So Mr. GraveEL's amendment was
rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MONTOYA. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to,

Sparkman
Stafford
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Stone
Thurmond
Weicker
Williams
Young

Buckley
Burdick

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate go into
executive session to consider a nomina-
tion reported earlier today.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the cunsideration of execu-
tive business.

The PRESIDIN G OFFICER. The nom-
ination will be stated.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Allan M. Lovelace, of
Maryland, to be Deputy Administrator
of National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, this nomi-




June 25, 1976

pation has been unanimously approved
by the Committee on Aeronautics and
Space Sciences.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a let-
ter I have received from Mr. Lovelace.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

NASA

Washington, D.C., June 25, 1976.

Hon. Frank E. Moss,

Chairman, Commitiee on Aeronautical and
Space Sci , U.B. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dearx Mzr, CHamMAN: If appointed as

appear
fore any duly constituted committee of the
United States Congress.

Sincerely,
A. M. LOVELACE,
dssociate Adminisirator jfor Aero-
nautics and Space Technology.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the President be noti-

ged of the confirmation of this nomina-
on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr, MOSS. Mr, President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate return to
t.he consideration of legislative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT ADMINISTRATION APPRO-
PRIATIONS AUTHORIZATION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3105) fo au-
thorize appropriations to the Energy Re-
seamhandbevdo;mn Administration
in accordance with section 261 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1958, as amended,
section 305 of the Energy Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1974, and section 16 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research
and Development Act of 1974, and for
other purposes.

TP AMENDMENT NO. 108

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I call up
unprinted amendment No. 106 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Ohlo [Mr. GLenw) for
himself and Mr. PAsTORE proposes unprinted
amendment No. 108.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, ii is s0 ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

- On page 27, after line 8 insert
& new section to read as follows:

“Sgc. 407. No nuclear fuel shall be ex-
ported to supply & nuclear power reactor un-
der an Agreement for Cooperation which has
not been reviewed by the Congress of the
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DUnited States under the procedures in Sec-
tion 128 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
(42 U.S.C. 2158 (d)), as amended by Public
Law 93-485, directly or indirectly to a mon-
nuclear weapons state (within the meaning
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nu-
clear Weapons) which has not ratified the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
‘Weapons unless the first proposed license un-
der such agreement suthorizing the export of
either such reactor or such fuel after the
date of this Act is first submitted to the
Congress Tor review under the congressional
review procedures provided for Agreements
for Cooperation in the above-referenced sec-
tion 123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I am hon-
ored that the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island is joining me as co-
author of this amendment. Both in the
TU.S. Senate as chairman of the Joint
Committee, and as a past delegate to the
United Nations, Senator PasToRE has dis-
played a firm grasp and a leadership
role in dealing with the complex prob-
lems surrounding the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons to nations throughout the
world and I commend him for it.

Resolution 179 in January 1966, which
urged the President “to negotiate inter-
national agreements limiting the spread
of nuclear weapons.” Three years after
passage of this resolution, the Senate
ratified the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty, the NPT. It should be noted that
Senator PasTorRE played a leading role
in jinsisting that international safe-
guards be included in the treaty.
More recently, in December of last
year, Senator Pastore introduced Sen-
ate Resolution 221, which encouraged the
President fo seek international cooper-
ation in strengthening safeguards on nu-
clear materials. The nuclear suppliers
conferences which have taken place
since then are fruits of the passage of
that resolution. It is clear that we still
have a long and difficult road ahead of
us in achieving effective control over the
spread of nuclear weapons technology.
However, the steps in that direction that
we have aiready taken should be cred-
ited in mo small measure to the efforts
of the senior Senator from Rhode Island.
Mr. President, the amendment which
Senator Pastore and I are offering today
is similar to the Anderson-Price amend-
ment to the companion bill on the House
side, HR. 13350. The latter amendment
passed by voice vote on May 20, 1976.
Our purpose in submitting this amend-
ment is to bring into greater conson-
ance present and past procedures used
in concluding and implementing agree-
ments with other nations for cooperation
in the peaceful use of nuclear energy.
Specifically, all agreements for coopera-
tion proposed since enactment of Public
Law 93-485—effective October 14, 1974—
have required congressional review prior
to implementation. Previous agreements
did not require such review before being
signed. Under the Glenn/Pastore amend-
ment as modified, no nuclear fuel can be
shipped, directly or indirectly, to any
nonnuclear nation which has not signed
the NPT and which had an agreement
for cooperation with the United States

20659

prior to the implementation of Public
Law 93-485 unless the first license ap-
plication for export of a reactor or nu-
clear fuel to that nation following pass-
age of this amendment, is submitted for
congressional review, following approval
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
under review procedures spelled out in
section 123d of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended.

This amendment will have the laud-
able result of putiing some degree of
pressure on those countries wishing to do
business with us in the nuclear area
either to ratify the NPT or to undergo
greater congressional scrutiny of their
nuclear export agreements with us.
Among counftries which will be affected
by this amendment are Spain, South
Africa, Portugal, Israel, India, and Bra-
zil, none of which have ratified the NPT.
It is of particular interest, in the light
of recent publicity, to consider the ef-
fect this amendment would have on our
agreements with India and Spain.

In the case of India, which exploded a
nuclear device in 1974 and which has a
reprocessing plant and several other nu-
clear facilities outside of safeguards,
there are fuel shipment licenses for the
U.S.-supplied Tarapur reactor presently
pending before the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. Since India's agreement
with us predates Public Law 93-485, and
since India is not a party to the NPT,
the Glenn,/Pastore amendment would re-
quire that the first Tarapur fuel license
approved by the NRC following enact-
ment of this act be reviewed by Con-
gress for 60 days. The license would take
effect after this 60-day period unless
Congress passed a concurrent resolution
of disapproval pursuant to the proce-
dures spelled out in section 123(d) of
the Atomie Energy Act.

The same procedure will apply to
Spain the next time a license applica-
tion is filed for exporting reactor fuel
to that counfry.

I wish to stress that this amendment,
dealing as it does with a special export
licensing situation, is not a substitute
for the more comprehensive export Ii-
censing procedure proposed in section
6(c) of 5. 1439, the Export Reorganiza-
tion Act, which was recently reported
by the Senate Government Operations
Commitiee and is now pending before
both the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. That bill is concerned
with broader issues concerning the in-
teraction of foreign-policy considerations
and nuclear export procedures. It estab-
lishes and clarifies lead-agency roles for
the State Department and the NRC with
respect to agreements for cooperation
and the issuance of export hcenses re-
spectively.

It also provides for econgressional re-
view of a proposed export license, pursu-
ant to the review process of section 123
(d) of the Atomic Energy Act, when the
NRC disagrees with the State Depart-
ment that a license should be approved
or when there are substantial issues that
the NRC cannot resolve. I look forward
to working closely with Senator PAsToRE
on this provision as well when the joint
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committee proceeds with its considera-
tion of S. 1439.

So that the Senate can be aware of the
details of this provision at this time, I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
section 6(c), as well as an explanation of
this provision from the report of the
Government Operations Committee, be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, GLENN. Mr. President, we recog-
nize that the basic problem to which the
Glenn-Pastore amendment is addressed
is not just an American problem amend-
able to an American solution. It is, of
course, a multinational problem—indeed,
a world problem—facets of which are be-
ing discussed at the nuclear sup-
pliers conference in London. The
adoption of this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, will be a clear signal to the
other nations at the suppliers con-
ference that the United States holds the
establishment of effective safeguards in
higher priority than the pursuit of profif,
and intends to take decisive action to
achieve such safeguards.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Dave Hafemeister and Leonard
Bickwit, members of my staff, may have
the privilege of the floor during the dis-
cussion of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I stand
ready to answer any questions on this
amendment. We do not plan to ask for

a rolleall vote, unless such is necessary.
I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island.

Exmmsir 1
TexT oF SEC, 6 (c) or S. 1439

(¢) (1) No application for a license for ex~
port of atomic energy facilities, components,
or material for use for nonmilitary purposes
or an application for approval for export of
nonmilitary atomic energy technology shall
be approved by the Commission unless the
Secretary of State has given written approval
for the issuance of such a license or the
granting of such approval.

(2) Any special nuclear material distrib-
uted by the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration to any nation or group
of nations for nonmilitary purposes shall re-
guire the issuance of a license by the Com-
mission, subject to the written approval of
the Secretary of State, as provided in this
section.

(3) In the event that the Commission does
not agree with the Secretary that an applica-
tion should be approved, or the Commission
determines that an application raises sub-
stantial issues that the Commission cannot
resolve, the Commission shall defer approval
of the application for sixty days hence, pend-
ing a review by the Congress.

(4) In the event that the Commission
exercises the option pursuant to paragraph
(8) it shall furnish the Congress a complete
record pertaining to the particular appli-
eation, including a report explaining its
action and any findings made pursuant to
subsection (a) and to section 103 of the

Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and -

all data, findings, and recommendations
furnished to the Commission by the executive
agencies pursuant to sections 4 and 7 of this
Act., The aforementioned application and
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accompanying documentation shall be sub-
mitted immediately to the Congress and re-
ferred to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy for a period of sixty days while Con-
gress is in session (in computing such sixty
days, there shall be excluded the days on
which either House is not in session because
of all adjournment of more than three days),
and the Commission shall approve and issue
the license for export of atomic energy
facilities or materials for use for nonmilitary
purposes or approve the export of nonmili-
tary atomic energy technology, as the case
may be, immediately upon expiration of the
sixty-day period unless during such sixty-
day period the Congress passes a concurrent
resolution stating in substance that it does
not favor the proposed export. Prior to the
elapse of the first thirty days of any such
slxty-day period the Joint Committee shall
submit a report to the Congress of its views
and recommendations respecting the pro-
posed export and an accompanying proposed
concurrent resolution stating in substance
that the Congress favors, or does not favor,
as the case may be, the proposed export.
Any such concurrent resolution so reported
shall become the pending business of the
House in question (in the case of the Senate
the time for debate shall be equally divided
between the proponents and the opponents)
within twenty-five days and shall be voted
on within five calendar days thereafter, un-
less such House shall otherwise determine.

EXPLANATION OF SECTION 6(c) oF S. 1439
(From REPORT 94-875)

Subsection (c) (1), which was offered
along with subsection (c)(3) as an amend-
ment to Committee Print No. 1 by Senator
Percy, prohibits the NRC from issuing a 1i-
cense for the export of nuclear facilities,
components, or materlals for non-military
use, or granting approval for the export of
nuclear technology without the prior written
approval of the State Department.

The technical implications of this provi-
slon are that the NRC may not, under any
circumstances, license an export which the
State Department determines would under-
mine the forelgn policy interests of the
United States. However, the broader purposes
of this provision are to provide an institu-
tional incentive for the State Department
and NRC to resolve any reservations which
either body may have about an export, The
Committee is particularly concerned about
the need to achleve closer communication
between NRC and the State Department to
insure that possible problems are considered
at an early stage, and that the licensing of
exports is as streamlined as possible. The in-
dependence of NRC to function as an effec-
tive final check on the adequacy of safe-
guards is protected by the provisions of sub-
section (c) (3).

The Committee does not expect the Secre-
tary to personally approve and slgn minor
and unimportant licenses and approvals. As
with other matters, he may delegate such
routine decisions, reserving more important
license applications for his personal atten-
tion. The legislative provision is intended to
underscore the fact that the Secretary of
State will be responsible for the actions of
his subordinates.

Subsection (c)(2), which was offered an
amendment in the Committee mark-up by
Senator Glenn, closes a potential gap in the
control of nuclear exports by requiring that
any special nuclear material distributed by
ERDA through a government-to-government
transfer to any nation or group of nations
shall require the 1ssuance of an NRC license,
with the attendant written approval of the
Secretary of State.

The Committee is aware that while govern-
ment-to-government transfers have been
little used over recent years, they have re-
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sulted in the transfer of substantial amounts
of weapons-grade materials for civil pur-
poses, They are at least as important from
the standpoint of potential proliferation as
commercial exports. In addition, they could
be utilized as & way to bypass NRC export
licensing requirements. This subsection
will ensure that government-to-government
transfers are subject to the same opportuni-
ties for public participation and the same
NRC determinations as any comparable com-
mercial export.

Subsection (c) (3) establishes an important
provision for referring to Congress any is-
sues concerning nuclear exports that can-
not be resolved by NRC and the Secretary of
State.

The Committee expects that most differ-
ences between the NRC and the Secretary of
State over individual nuclear exports can
be resolved through cooperative efforts. How-
ever, on a few occasions fundamental dif-
ferences may raise. In such instances, it
would be unwise for the NRC to exercise, in
essence, an ahsolute veto over transactions
that the Secretary of State deems important
for foreign policy reasons. On the other hand,
the perils of proliferation are severe enough
that the Committee thinks it equally un-
wise to give the final, unilateral decision over
nuclear exports to the State Department. For
those few ‘Instances where an application
ralses substantial issues that the NRC can-
not resolve, it must defer approval for 60
days and submit the matter to Congress for
review. In this way, Congress will have the
opportunity to consider the balance between
non-proliferation and foreign policy factors,
and to take appropriate legislative or other
action. A fundamental assumption underly-
ing this provision is the Committee's judg-
ment that should an application raise issues
which the NRC and the Secretary of State
cannot settle, then the issues are likely to
be important enough to require direct Con-
gressional attention and action, Under this
procedure Congress may reject the applica-
tlon, as provided for in subsection (c) (4), in-
formally proposs changes in the conditions of
the application, or express its support for the
issuance of a license.

It is important to note that the license will
be issued unless Congress acts to disapprove
the application within 60 days.

Bubsectlon (c)(4) provides detalled pro-
cedures for the NRC to follow if it refers a
disputed export application to Congress for
review. Briefly, the NRC would furnish Con-
gress with a complete record of the applica-
tion, including a report explaining its ac«
tlons and any findings, plus all data, find-
ings, and recommendations furnished to the
Commission by the executive agencies. The
application and accompanying documenta-
tion would be submitted to Congress and
referred to the Joint Committee on Atomie
Energy for a period of sixty days while Con-
gress is in session. This procedure is virtually
identical that provided for Congressional Re-
view of international agreements for nuclear
cooperation lald down in Section 123 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended, and
is thus a proven arrangement with which the
executive agencies, the NRC, Congress and the
Joint Committee are familiar. During the
first 30 days of the review period, the Joint
Committee is required to report to Con-
gress its views and recommendations for the
proposed export and submit a proposed con-
current resolution stating in substance that
the Congress favors, or does not favor, the
proposed export. The subsection makes any
such resolution the pending business of the
House in question within 25 days and requirea
a vote within 5 calendar days thereafter un-
less such House shall determine otherwise.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent
request?
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Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. James An-
tizzo, of my staff, have the privilege of
the floor during the remainder of the
debate on this measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, I am
happy to join my colleague, the Senator
from Ohio, on this amendment.

In this atmosphere of the likelihood of
the proliferation of maferial from nu-
clear reactors being used for military
purposes, I think this amendment does
nothing more than strengthen the pro-
cedure of export. I see no burden on the
part of the administration in carrying
out its responsibility. Certainly, this will
not be a hindrance; it will be a safeguard.

I am very happy to join my colleague
as sponsor of this amendment, and I
hope it will be adopted.

Mr, BAKER. Mr. President, what is the
time situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each
amendment is subject to a 1-hour time
limitation, 30 minutes on each side.

Mr. BAKER. Mr, President, does the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
assert the control over the opposition?

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield all control to
the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, I do not

intend to make a prolonged presentation
in opposition to this amendment. As a
matter of fact, I think the amendment
generally is well received and appropri-
ate to the challenge and circumstances
of the moment. It is a substantial im-
provement over the amendment that was
adopted in the House of Representatives.
I believe it accommodates most of the
concerns that were expressed by ERDA,
particularly those expressed in a letier
to the chairman of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy from Dr. Seamans on
June 17, 1976.
" There is one aspect of it, however, that
I feel requires additional attention. It is
the aquestion of what happens in those
nonnuclear powers where we already
have fuel under contract or where we
already have made deliveries or where
reactors are going forward that are do-
ing so on the basis that they would be
able to negotiate contracts with the
United States.

In some cases, I believe the contracts
for the supply of reactors themselves or
the equipment ancillary to the reactors
was made in conjunction with a commit-
ment to supply fuel. As a matter of fact,
that is ordinarily the rule instead of not
the rule.

I have no objection whatever to mak-
ing sure that the executive department
certified this to Congress for their full
concurrence, but I want to make sure
that we do not invalidate any contracts
we already have, and have made in good
faith, that would not operate finally in
the best interests of the United States.

For example, I understand that there
are now eight reactors operating in
Spain, or under construction, apart from
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the one we recently approved for export.
There are others, no doubt, in other
parts of the world.

However, I ask this of the distinguished
Senator from Ohio: Would this amend-
ment, then, stop the shipment of fuel or
material to those reactors which already
are under construction and which have
not been submitted to Congress for
review?

Mr. GLENN. This would apply only as
new licenses were applied for. It would
not necessarily stop any shipment, un-
less Congress, in this 60-day period, felt
that there was reason to believe that &
particular nation, for example, might be
using plutonium for the manufacture of
atomie weapons, if we had intelligence
information or something of that nature.
It could be held up on that basis, of
course.

This would apply only to the next li-
cense applied for by those who had their
fuel under an arrangement made before
the 1974 law was put into effect.

What this does, in effect, is take the
post-1974 arrangements and apply them
as new licenses come up to the pre-1974
arrangements.

Mr. BAKER. I wonder if that point of
view, which I understand and generally
agree with, would be consistent with a
proposal to modify the amendment by
changing the period at the end of the
Senator’s amendment to a semicolon and
adding the following language there-
after.

“Provided, however, That the foregoing
probition shall not apply (1) if the President
determines that prompt issuance of a license
will promote and will not constitute an un-
reasonable risk to the common defense and
security, and (2) such Presidential excep-
tions are confined to the delivery of fuel un-
der enrichment service contracts pursuant
to which deliveries have already taken place
as of the date of this Act, or for power reactor
projects covered by enrichment service con-
tracts on which construction has been initi-
ated as of the date of this Act .

There are three elements there and we
can talk about them separately or to-
gether. The representations the Senator
from Ohio has made would not seem to be
inconsistent with those.

Mr. GLENN. My reply to the distin-
guished Senator from Tennesseee is that
our concern was to make the same type
of arrangements that Congress and the
Senate saw fit to make in the post-1974
era, where the President would not have
that same type of authority which he
had prior to 1974. What we are trying to
do is to tighten up the procedures. If we
saw fit to make all arrangements from
1974 on to fit certain criteria, I would
think it would be in our best interest that
our amendment, without the amendment
to which the Sentaor referred, apply to
the pre-1974 time period also. In this
way we would be consistent all the way
through.

Mr. BAKER., The point I am really
reaching for, and the one I am interested
in substantially, is whether or not we can
provide that, on the happening of these
things, it would not require further cer-
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tification by Congress: First, there is al-
ready an existing contract—nobody
wants to negate those contracts that
were made before; second, the President
says there is no national security dan-
ger; and third, that they already have
begun deliveries or that reactors were
under construction already that were
covered by enrichment service contracts.
We do not want to go back and undo
these things that have already been done.
We hope we could safeguard it by certi-
fication by the President. This has noth-
ing to do with future contracts; these are
just good-faith contracts by American
companies with foreign countries, for the
most part. Where they had entered into
corollary contracts for fuel service, now
they have to come back and say, “Look, is
our contract no good because we are go-
ing to have to go back and resubmit it?"
We have already gotten an export li-
cense once; do we have to do it all over
again?”

I hope that the distinguished managers
of the bill and the author of the amend-
ment can work out some sort of agree-
ment where, in those cases where there
is an export license already in existence
where he gets a Presidential certification
that there is no danger to national secu-
rity, where there is already a fuel con-
tract in force and deliveries made, or
where there is a reactor under construc-
tion which is accompanied by a fuel
commitment—when any of these things
occur, that they would not require
resubmission to Congress.

Mr. GLENN. I say to the Senator from
Tennessee that if all those conditions
were met, I can see no case where Con-
gress would not go right ahead and ap-
prove this. But this whole field of nu-
clear proliferation and the potential for
spread of atomic weaponry around the
world has been deemed of sufficient im-
portance to Congress and the Senate that
we wish to make this additional check on
the Presidential power to send nuclear
plants and the plutonium byproduct
around the world for whatever use people
want to make of it. The 1974 act, of
course, did tighten up and my amend-
ment, today, would make those same
rules applicable back to early licenses.

Mr. PASTORE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GLENN. Yes.

Mr. PASTORE. To give a specific ex-
ample, let us take the Tarapur reactors.
They are to be refueled by July 1. I sup-
pose a request has been made for Ameri-
can fuel in order to refuel those particu-
lar reactors, which are American made
In this particular instance, naturally,
there is an existing agreement. There is
a contract.

I know it is disturbing to the Senator
from Tennessee. But on the other hand,
there is this to be said: this would be
tightening up the whole procedure and if
it came up here and everything looked
well, all we would do would be to waive
the time and it would take effect.

The purpose here is to bring Congress
into partnership with the administra-
tion without taking over an executive
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function, but to make sure that no eriti-
cism will be leveled at us that we indis-
criminately sent nuclear fuel abroad that
finally found itself in a bomb.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think
that the Senator from Rhode Island
fully understands my concern.

Mr. PASTORE. I certainly do.

Mr, BAKER. I appreciate his helping
to identify it. I wonder if the Senator
from Rhode Island could assure the
Senator from Tennessee that, at some
future time during this session of Con-
gress, we could jointly ask the staff of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
to reexamine this aspect of the problem
and give us a further insight on what
problems might come up?

Mr. PASTORE., Yes, and we are going
to take this to conference anywsay, and
if it needs tightening up, if anyone has
a substantial criticism, I think the Sen-
ator from Ohio would be willing o mod-
ify his position.

Mr. BAKER. I have such faith in the
staff of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy that if the Senator from Ohio is
willing, I am willing to drop my con-
cerns in this respect for the moment on
the representation that we shall jointly
ask the joint committee staff to take a
look at existing contract rates of the
entire picture and to give us further
recommendations on how we ought to
proceed on this aspect.

Mr. PASTORE. That is satisfactory
with me.

Mr. GLENN. I not only would be happy
with that, I am glad to join with the
Senator from Tennessee in this sugges-
tion. We have the Nuclear Export Act,
S. 1439, before the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy now. If there are other
hearings required, I would be happy to
do whatever is required to participate
in those or supply any information we
might have to those hearings that might
bear on the subject. If further modifi-
cation of this appears advisable after
such hearings and such deliberations, I
shall be very happy fo go along with
these recommendations.

What we are trying to do is get a
handle on one of the biggest dangers
facing the world today, the spread of
nuclear energy without adequate control
of the plutonium output.

Mr. BAEER. I could not agree more
with the Senator from Ohio and I share
his concern about this. It is the greatest
problem facing civilization today and I
believe it is not an exaggeration to say
that it is the greatest single problem
ever to face civilization, in the secular
sense.

With that, I will not offer an amend-
ment to the amendment. I yield back
the remainder of my time on the Glenn
amendment.

Mr. GLENN. Mr, President, if there is
further discussion, I shall be glad to par-
ticipate; otherwise, I am prepared to
yield back the remainder of my time and
will be happy with a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.). The question is on
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agreeing to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Ohio.
The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1888

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1888.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read as follows:

The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc—
InTYRE), for himself and others, proposes an
amendment.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 20, line 23, insert the following
new section 2086.

Sec. 206. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, at least 20 per centum of
the total amount of funds made available
pursuant to this title for energy programs
in the area of solar energy technology shall
be avallable exclusively to small business
concerns and individual inventors.

(b) For purposes of this subsectlon (a)—

(1) the term *“small business concern” has
the meaning given it by the Administrator of
the Small Business Administration under—

(A) section 8 of the Small Business Act
(Public Law 85-536; 72 Stat. 384); or

(B) section 103(5) of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 (Public Law 85—
699; 72 Stat. 600); and

(2) the term *“individual inventor” means
any individual who is under no obligation
to transfer to any other person or any gov-
ernment or governmental agency any inter-
est in any invention, discovery, or other
property with respect to which such in-
dividual seeks any contract or other assist-
ance in any energy program in the area of
solar energy technology.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, little less
than 1 year ago the Senate had under
consideration the first authorization bill
for the newly created Energy Research
and Development Administration. This
year's bill (S. 3105) represents the sec-
ond authorization measure to fund the
energy research, development and dem-
onstration programs under ERDA’s man-
agement.

The Subcommittee on Energy Research
and Water Resources spent many hours
in consideration of this measure and I
believe the bill recommended to the Sen-
ate by the Interior Committee is both
responsive to the energy needs of the
Nation and reflects the continued com-
mitment of the Congress in support of
an aggressive energy program. I want to
take this opportunity fo express my
thanks and to commend the members of
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the Subcommittee on Energy Research
and Water Resources for their work in
preparing this measure for Senate con-
consideration. A good many hours have
been spent in hearings and markup ses-
sions in order to develop an adequate
authorization bill for the Nation’s en-
ergy research, development and dem-
onstration agency.

As originally submitted, the Presi-
dent’s authorization request represented
a modicum of increased effort in non-
nuclear programs like solar, geothermal,
or fossil energy development. The Nation
can ill afford a sluggish pace in develop-
ing energy alternatives, whether il be
to increase energy sources or to de-
velop improved methods for more effi-
cient use of the energy resources now
available.

Our goal in preparing this measure
has been to accelerate the ERDA pro-
gram in order to better insure, at the
earliest possible date, that the United
States will have sufficient energy options
in the future, At the same time, we have
endeavored to assure that a prudent and
responsible authorization be recom-
mended; one which does not throw more
money at a problem than can be effici-
ently used.

By consent agreement, this bill was
referred jointly to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs and the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The
two committees limited their considera-
tion of the bill to those aspects within
their respective legislative jurisdictions.
Thus, the Interior Committee consid-
ered ERDA’s nonnuclear energy pro-
grams and the Joint Committee consid-
ered ERDA's nuclear energy and weapons
program. Those areas of overlap, such
as basic research, and environmental and
safety, were considered by both com-
mittees.

The Interior Committee recommends
that the Senate authorize an additional
$378,535,000 to the budget reguested by
the President in both nonnuclear pro-
grams and those program areas in which
both committees share jurisdiction. This
increase would result in a total non-
nuclear related energy program of $1,-
803,493,000. In addition, the committee
recommends that a $900 million loan
guarantee program be authorized for the
conversion of urban waste and biomass
to useful forms of energy.

I want to commend this bill to the Sen-
ate and ask for its approval. Domestic
petroleum production continues to de-
cline while foreign crude oil imports con-
tinue to increase, at a current cost of
$27 billion annually to U.S. taxpayers.
A successful energy research, develop-
ment, and demonstration effort is the
only sure way to break the stranglehold
of the international oil producing cartel.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
representing authorizations to ERDA
and changes made by the Interior Com-
mittee be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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V.S, ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, SENATE AUTHORIZATION BILL TITLES 11 AND Nl
[in thousands of dollars]

: 2 Total committee
Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1976 Fiscal year 1977 Committee change authorization

Bud Budget Budgst Budget Bud Budget Bu Budget Budget Budgel
Operating expense an‘ti'mrslt.;i'1 outlays i outfays ani]‘le(x;; outlays authaﬂrg:ly outlays auﬂlgﬁty outlays

FOSSIL ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
anus!acuon $92, 387 $73, 946 $79, 546 —5$21,000 —$19, 000 $52, 946 $60, 546
High Btu gasification.. 53, 364 338 45, 054 59, 254 0 45, 054
Low Blu gasification__.. , S0 26, 552
Advanced power systems_. - 4,097 1,718 10, 001 7, 46 500 22, 500
Direct b y 3 ; 62, 416
Advanced research and supporting technology __ ¥ -
Coal conversion processas_...-.._...... ke i
Direct utilization - 650 =
Materizls and components
B 1‘.'-St‘.t'lm'nIs'l|.|l(ims - 500
emonstration plants__. .
Magnelnhydmd;‘r‘namm 18, 400 37, 441 27,341

P 1 ST ol S N S . 282,147 119,864 270,568 354,494 358,194  —16,955 22,4 397,59 335794

Petroleum and natural gas:
Gas and oil extraction. ... . __. 26, 369 8, 647 41,423 32, 859 35,074 30,374 , 00 45,074 37,374

Supporting research 1,789 2,015 1,797 1,482 1,831 1,831 0 0 1,831 1,831

28,158 10, 662 43,220 . 34,441 36, 905 32 205 46, 905 39,205

Total petroleum and natural gas. ... .. WL S dR

In situ technology:
Oilshale. ... : > 3, 762 3,884 13,720 9,824 Zl 085 12 085 21, 085 12, 085
In situ coal gasification. 6, 487 2,283 6, 137 7, 560 8,236 6, 736 8, 236 6,736
Supportingresearch. ... ... . _______. 962 965 1,265 1,113 1,310 1,310 1,310 1,310

Total in situ technology. ... ___.__ = 11,211 7,132 l 507 30,631_ 20,131 L __- s L 30,631 20 I.il
Totaloperatingexpenses_ ... 321,516 137,658 376,554 422,030 410,530 00
Capital equipment 198 425 '339 1,020 840 1, 020
) D R e s R T L b e 13, 000 625 20, 000 9, 000 1 56,900 30, 300 119, 100
!38 481 332 855 479 950 441 G?IJ y 535 195 472,670

Total fossil energy development_... .
SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

Direct thermal application:
Heating and cooling of buildings: )
Residential demonstrations_. WS 900 SO 7,200 7,200
Commercial demonstrations..
Research and development____
Development in support of demonstration_

Subtotal heating and cooling of build-
i = el 35, 100

T et G e
Agriculture and process heat.....___ .. ___. 200 4,750
Subtotal direct thermal applications.....___ A 39, 850 28, 500 439,200 37, 000

1, 000 800 1, 500 1,300
2,200 1, 600 1,500 1, 000

1, 000 700
0

600 600
1,600 1,500

Subtotal technology support and utilization. X & 5, 400 . 4,000 3, 000 7,000

Solar electric applications:
Solartharml s — . L 5 4, 300 30, 900 6, 15, 600
:fhotnvutuics__._ 5, 158 2, 60 %l ggg 24, 800
Ocean thermal 1,888 , £, 100 : ; 7,000 4,800
Subtotal solar electric applications 58, 900 49, 200
Fuels from biomass.__ 4, 500 4,300 3,700

Total operating.... .. ... . i 14,995 108,650 80,530 141,800 110,500 92,200

Total capital equipment. 60 40 1, 000 500 5, 700 2, 800 11, 500 00 500

Tolal plant__ . .. = 0 5, 000 5, 000 3 15, 000 i 12, 100 'Z? 100 413, 600
Total solar energy. - ..—....coo._. 15, 035 114, 650 8,00 16250 1590 11580 ] 278,300 224,900
GEOTHERMAL ENERGY DEVELOPMENT W A T RS - P -

Engineering research and development 6 018 10, 620 9,280 11, 500 11, 500 17, 600
Resource exploration and assessment._ . 2, 957 3,650 3 200 10, 000 9 600 , 000 K
Hydrothermal technology applications. . 5 4 185 5, 700 11,770 12, 200 10, 200 § 8, 16, 200
Advanced technology applications. 5, 559 6, 900 4 520 10, 100 , 200 0 00 8, 200
Unlization experiments. .. > 0 0 0 0 0 0
Enviro | control and instit | studies___ . 1,230 2,5!1! 4,800 4,800
Total operating...  Te il B 19,949 31,170 48, 600 12, 100 61,100 56400
Total capital equipment__ .. . - 75 686 20 485 1, 500 2 ] 0 1, 500 1,200
Total geothermal. ... 20,635 31,655 50, 100 45 500 12,100 62, 600 57, 600

CONSERVATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Electric energy systems and energy storage:
Electric energy system ! 5,984 12,630 20, 960 17, 920 9, 000 29, 960 25,920
Energy storage... .. e =3 7.177 5, 669 5, 568 13, 200 20, 840 17, 820 K 41, 840 33 920

Subtotal nlectncenelgy systems and energy
storage. _ PSR e TN 11, 653 25, 830 41, 800 35,840 h 71,800 95, 840
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D.5. ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION, SENATE AUTHORIZATION BILL TITLES I AND 1M

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 1975

Fiscal year 1976

Fiscal year 1977

Total committee
authorization

Committee change

Operating expense aut

authorty

outlays

Budget Budget

Budget
authority

Budget
outlays

Budget
authority

outlays

End-use and technologies to improve efficiency:
Building & $2,400

0

8 142

Transportation. __
2,252

Improved conversion el

§14, 410

Sublotal end-use and technologies to

improve efficiency 12, 794

Energy extension Service. . ........-..-
Small grants program: iate tech

Tolsloperaling. - et
Total capital equipment...........
DO P e i wrem s e

8,972 38,190 27,040

el
=

$30, 400 $25,910
2.4 760

8888

9, 260
20, 190 %16, 300
4,300 18, 500

..
ST

52, 600

.
o

5;§§'.

25, 030
10, 000

117,600
6, 000
8, 500

w o
. _U'i o
888

1, 700

Total conservation________
NVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH AND SAFETY

Biomedical research___
Operational safety_.__._
tzl control

142, 472
3,328
8,203

0

Scientific and technical education.

36, 481

134, 618
3,027
7,143

0

164, 365
6,3
11,455

0

182,916
7,707
15,577
0

174, 547 1
886

6,
12, 567
0

B| e
00 | =4

132, 100 190, 800
74,734

16, 600
5,058 S00
14, 153

6, 000
5, 000

181, 334
58

Total operaling - - cceeeeenanas
Total capital eq
Total plant

194,000
11, 480
3, 200

148, 788

206, 200 1
9,114

11,978
4, 200

11, 065
5,329

Total environmental research and safety _ __
BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

Material sciemces . .
Molecular, mathematical and geosciences.... ..

"o, 378

46, 275
45, 315

43,970
44,110

51, 100
50, 500

93,947 234, 700
11,978

4,200
250, 878

221,197
11,629
8,325

241, 151

28, 500
0

65, D00
59, 500 54, 800

59, 100

Total operating....
Total capital equipment. . - o e oo -

91, 590
5, 725

88, 080
4, 280

101, 600
7,400

Total basic energy sclences. ... ...

97,315 92,30 109,000

Program supporl:
Total operating. ..
Total capital equipment.

231, 166
3,278

275,430
5,100

198, 153 231, 489 2z
2,888 4,202

124, 500 113,900
9,500 7,700

134, 000 121, 600

73,570 282, 960
4, 500

Total program support. . .

201, 041

235, 691 234,444 280, 530 2

CEQ—operaling expense

78,070 9,39 287, 460

0 500

500 0 500

500

Total titles 11 and 111:
Operatingexpense..... .. - .
Capital equipment. _

615, 387
16, 746
3,231

1,105, 241
26, 502
28,200

989, 962
22, 583
20,103

1,2
76, 100

18, 047 313,635
30, 569 19, 600
45,300

1, 454, 587
41, 369

10, 800 :
23,150 &4, 425

Total Senate authorization. ... ... ..

t Authorization basis.

635, 364 1,159,943 1,032,648 1,424,958 1,2

* Includes $5,000,000 for NASA feasibility study on satellite solar power.

3 Authorization basis.
¢ Plant breakdown:

[In thousands of dollars]

89, 891 378, 535 306, 790 100, 325

Budget
authority outlays

5 MW solar thermal demo for agricultural use____________

2,500

5 MW tes facility...
10 MW solar therm.

500 kW wind energy facility

1.5 MW high velocity wind plant. ......

10 MW wind energy facility

Totalsolr ol o e caanna

5 MW solar thermal demo for small community

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, we con-
tinue to argue the merits of regulating
the prices of our fossil fuels and to blame
one another for the lack of a cohesive
energy policy. Amidst the energy crisis
aftermath, however, one meritable solu-
tion emerged which we all can agree is a
strong, positive step toward meeting this
Nation’s energy needs. That solution was
the establishment of the Energy Research
and Development Administration, now
well into its second year of operation.
In reviewing ERDA'’s publications such

as the “National Plan,” I think we can
proudly say that at last the Federal Gov-

%6, 000

300
500
500
500

5 MW solar electric hybrid (photovoltaic and coal)_ . ___.
B e i e S

; 5 36,000,000 budget authority and $5,800,000 budget outlays to be added for passback to USGS
if necessary.

¢ Includes urban waste; Fiscal year 1975, budget authority, $400,000; fiscal year 1975, budget
outlays, $0; ﬁsr.algear 1976, budget authority, $3,750,000, fiscal year 1976, hud};elouuag,s‘s,l?n,mo;
fiscal year 1977, budget authority, $1,650,000; fiscal year 1977, budget outlays, $1,200,000.

7 Includes fuel cells: Fiscal year 1975, hudgt authority $500,000; fiscal year 1975, budget outlays,
$500,000; fiscal year 1976, budget authority, $3,700,000; fiscal year 1976, budget outiays, $3,000,000;
fiscal year 1977, budget zuthority, $10,000,000; fscal year 1977 budget outlays, 000,000 with
committes increase; fiscal year Ig?? budget authonlv. $21,000,000, budget oulﬂi\rs, $14,000,000,

% $300,000 budget authority and $2,100,000 budget outlays for activities related to use of alternate

1,500

ernment is addressing the pertinent issue
of the energy technology mix we will have
to use in the near future—along with the
question of what technology mix we
should seek in the long term.
Accordingly, reviewing the fiscal year
1977 budget request for this agency was
a considerable challenge. We have many
attractive energy options, for which Gov-
ernment assistance could be very bene-
ficial. I feel the resulting authorization,
which is now before us, contains the right
blend of incentives without being a step

fuels in commercial and advanced highway vehicles and utility gas turbines.

toward federalized energy R. & D, During
exhaustive hearings on the various as-
pects of this budget and several days of
markup, we were fortunate to have con-
siderable input by our Senate colleagues
who do not serve on the Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee but have great
interest and expertise in the nonnueclear
portion of the energy research programs.
Their contributions were invaluable.
Specific actions of the Interior Com-
mittee included authorization of several
alternate energy demonstration projects
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in addition to on-going activity, the es-
tablishment of a small grants office for
appropriate technology, and the initia-
tion of a comprehensive conservation
program aimed at immediate end-use
results,

Major additions were also made to the
programs for the development of solar
energy and for the enhancement of con-
servation technology, as we agreed that
significant opportunities in these fields
remain untapped due to a lack of funding
and certain institutional barriers.

I look forward to the realization of
many of the goals encompassed in this
legislation, Mr. President, and commend
my distinguished colleague from Idaho
for his leadership on this proposal and in
the entire field of energy research and

development.
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, the bill

now before the Senate (S. 3105) is the
second authorization made to the new
Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration. This bill is, without ques-
tion, one of the most important energy
measures the Senate will consider in this
session of the Congress.

During the 93d and 94th Congresses an
impressive body of legislation was
enacted and signed into law which repre-
sents a commitment to advance energy
research, development, and demonstra-
tion programs on all fronts; to accelerate
the development and demonstration of
new, environmentally acceptable alter-
native energy sources; to advance the
Nation toward the goal of domestic
energy self-sufficiency, and to hasten the
day when we can escape our dependence
upon unreliable foreign sources of oil.

ERDA’s mandate is clear. And, in my
judgment, success in ERDA’s mission is
essential to the future well-being of this
country.

ERDA is responsible for both our nu-
clear and nonnuclear energy research
programs and it is also responsible for
our nuclear weapons program. The pres-
ent authorization bill contains funding
for all of these programs. On March 9,
1976, S. 3105 was introduced by Senator
Pastore and me—by request—and re-
ferred to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and then to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. By consent
agreement, the Joint Committee exam-
ined ERDA requests for the nuclear en-
ergy and nuclear weapons programs and
the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee examined requests for the
nonnuclear program.

The two committees limited their con-
sideration of the bill to those areas with-
in their respective legislative jurisdic-
tions. Where there were areas of overlap,
as in the physical research program and
the environment and safety program,
both committees examined the request.
Changes made by the Interior Commit-
tee, however, in programs of overlapping
jurisdictions, are specifically intended for
the nonnuclear portions of such pro-
grams.
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For the past several months the Sen-
ate Interior Committee has carefully ex-
amined the authorization requested by
ERDA. In the committee’s judgment, the
administration’s request for the agency’s
nonnuclear programs are woefully inad-
equate. Our oil imports have risen from
36 percent of our total oil consumption
at the time of the oil embargo to over
40 percent at present. Our vulnerability
to another crippling embargo is as great
or greater now than at the time of the
1973 embargo. The efforts of the Energy
Research and Development Administra-
tion are fundamental to any ultimate so-
lution of this problem. An increased level
of funding is both justified and necessary.

I am satisfied, Mr. President, that the
committee’'s amendments to the author-
ization request originally submitted to
the Congress are well structured and
soundly conceived. The Senate Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs is
making a number of recommendations
that the members feel are essential to
achieving rapid development of alterna-
tive energy sources while making pro-
vision for better and more efficient use
of present energy sources.

Major increases are recommended in
the monnuclear research, development
and demonstration programs, which are
the responsibility of the Interior Com-
mittee. Among the major changes are the
following:

First. An increase in authorizations of
$313,635,000 for operating expenses in
the nonnuclear programs administered
by the ERDA for fiscal year 1977. This in-
crease will result in a total authorization
of $1,585,295,000 in operating expenses
for nonnuclear programs.

Second. Authorizations under “plant
and capital eguipment” for additional
demonstration-scale projects in non-
nuclear technologies. For fiscal year 1977,
such authorization would total $64,900,-
000 over the original request for $115.8
million.

Third. The Administrator of ERDA is
authorized to establish a loan guarantee
program to encourage the commercial
production of synthetic fuels from bio-
mass and urban waste.

Fourth. An increase in authorizations
to permit preliminary work on an addi-
tional high Btu pipeline gas demonstra-
tion plant and an additional low Btu fuel
gas combined cycle electric generating
plant.

Fifth. Funding to initiate or continue
work on 10 different solar energy dem-
onstration projects.

Sixth. Increased funding in conserva-
tion programs for energy transmission,
distribution, and storage; buildings: in-
dustry; transportation; and improved
conversion efficiency.

Seventh. New conservatior. programs
to establish an energy extension service,
conservation R. & D. institutes, and small
grants for so-called “appropriate tech-
nologies.”
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Eighth. Increased emphasis in envi-
ronmental, health, and safety aspects
of new energy technologies.

Ninth. A new $5 million program for
scientific and technical education.

I wish to stress the committee’s deep
interest in two programs: the solar en-
ergy program and the energy conserva-
tion program. In both of these programs
substantial increases have been made.
For example, in the solar program, we
have added $27.5 million to solar heat-
ing and cooling, $15.6 million to solar
thermal, $24.8 million to photovoltaics,
and $8.8 million to wind and OTEC pro-
grams. The total increase amounts to
$115.8 million more than requested by
the President and brings the solar pro-
gram to $278.3 million.

In the conservation program, the In-
terior Committee has recommended in-
creases of $8.8 million to buildings con-
servation, $11 million to industry con-
servation, $16.3 million to transportation
conservation and $16.5 million to im-
proved conversion efficiency. In addition,
a new $25 million program to establish
Energy Conservation Institutes and an
Energy Extension Service was added.
This item should go a long way toward
providing our citizens with valuable in-
formation that will induce them to save
energy in a variety of ways. Our in-
creases in the energy conservation pro-
gram have more than doubled the origi-
nal program request. Under the commit-
tee’s recommendation the budget for this
program will increase to $252.1 million.
This increase is reflective, I believe, of
the added emphasis ERDA has placed
on energy conservation research and de-
velopment as stated in the recently is-
sued long-range plan for energy R.D. & D.
(ERDA 76-1).

I now ask unanimous consent that cer-
tain tables reflecting the actions of the
Interior Committee be printed at this
point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

The following table presents a short sum-
mary of the authorization requested by the
Administration for fiscal year 1977 and the
effect of the Interior Committee’s actions
thereon:

{in millions of dolfars!

Fiscal year 1977

ERDA Nonnuclear
_authoriza-  portion of
tion request reguest

Interior
committee
change

4,621.6 313.6
1, 466.5 115.8

5,088.1  1,424.9

Operating expenses. 1,309.2
Plant and capital

equipment______

Total.......

The Tfollowing table summarizes the
ERDA's request for funds authorization un-
der its major nonnuclear programs and the
action of the Senate Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee thereon:
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FISCAL YEAR 1977 BUDGET ESTIMATES, SENATE INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE AUTHORIZATION ACTION
[in thousands]
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Fiscal year 1977 Fiscal year 1977

Senate

Interior Senate

Interior
change

Budget to

Budget to
c Congress

Program ONgress Program

L

and d
Resource upioratmn and assessment .
Hydrmhermll tecnnnlogy appllcalmns

Fossil OI'iel‘ﬁy pment:

Liguefaction. - . . . . . - o
High Btu gasification..._.

Low Btu gasification. ...

Advanced power sys{ems

Direct combustion.

Geolllarrnal enargy devel

ﬂperatlng

8?3 946 6, lt!)

33 052
22, 500
52, 416
15, 200
5, 500

8,585
1,750

Y
Utilization experiments.__
Environmental control and institutional studies..

mhar
Foro,

Total, operating. ... .. ___ .. .
Total’ capital equipment . ___

Total, geothermal_____________

Lhupond

Conservation research and dewtopmant—ﬂperaling_
expense:

{5 B o SR b SO energy systems and energy storage:

Petroleum and natural gas:
Gas and oil extraction____
Supporting research...._._.

Electric energy system
Energy storage. _.......

Subtotal,

Total, petroleum and natural gas

energy

In situ technology:
Oilzhale - .
In situ coal gasification.
Supporting research. _ . .

ings ¥
Industry. ...
:l'ranspnr}ntion. %3¢

electric energy systems and
storage

End- E"i land technologies to improve efficiency:

efficiency 7

n
o

8

gese (8 (88

.
A=
RS

p

Total, in situ technology... . __________

Total, operating expenses___._____________
%piu] equipment.

Subtotal, f%ml-us« and technologies w im=

g

e

Total, fossil energy de\relupment
Solar enel ting
Duoct‘flmml appliuﬁnn'
Heating and cooling of buildings:
Residential de ations

evelopment
nneluprmnt in support of demanstration

Total, operating. .........
Total umul equipment.
Total plant

-

=1 | R
oS BHEN

oo,

120, 000

182, 916

s P

o et £

g8t

Subtulal heating and cooling of build-
Agriculture end process heat. . _____________ ____

sﬁety
Enmoamenul control tuhudm
Scientific and technical education.

\707
15,577
[1]

o

Total,
Total capital equipment.____

Subtotal, direct thermal applications________ . __

Total plant.. ..

27,
4!
32,

Tor.!mology support and utilization:

Soler ermrﬂI Research Institute

Tu::_lohﬂ utilization and information dissem-
] on

Solar storate

—_

E

Tolal, environmental research and safety.. .. ...

D>

E

200
300
000
000
500
800
300
000
000
000

0

Total, operatin

Subtotal, technology support and utilizaﬁon._

™

oper;
Total c.ap:tal eqmpmaﬂt.h

gl.8 82 I8I38

-
1=

|
|
B
t

Solar electric applications:
T

o5

Ocean thermal

BE

25

Program support:
Total operating

D

S

-
=

Subtotal solar electric applications
Fuels from biomass_.. . oo ..

2

Tota
CEQ—Operaling expense..

u_\hﬂ o 1

88/8888 |8 .8 28

Total nﬁ:mﬁng
Total up | equipment_.______
Total plant._______.

Total, solar energy_....__.

5l =8
gl 522838 8888

Tota', basic energy sciences

Tota capital equipment ..
rogram sunpofl

! Authorization basis. .
2 Includes $5,000,000 for NASA feasilbility study on satellite solar power.
3 Plant breakdown:

5 MW solar thermal demo m smal.l wmmumty
5 MW solar
5 MW s.olsr electric hybrid (phnmaﬂanc .vmd coal).

5 MW test facility

10 MW solar therm §
OTEC sea test facility_ ...

500 kW wind energy Facility

1.5 MW high velocity wind plant. .
10 MW wind energy facility

Total solarplant._ ... _..__.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, this
amendment provides that at least 20 per-
cent of the total solar energy research,
development, and demonstration budget
authorized by the Congress for the En-
ergy Research and Development Admin-
istration be set aside for small businesses
and individual inventors.

This amendment is a direct result of

Tota A i
4 36,000,000 to be added for passback to USGS if necessary,

s Includes urban waste,

¢ For activities related to use of alternate fuels in commercial and advanced highway vehiclac

and utility gas turbines,
¥ includes fuel cells.

the series of hearings that I chaired with
Senator NeLson and Senator HATHAWAY
through the Select Committee on Small
Business in May, October, and November
1975.

It has 35 cosponsors. Senators Asou-
REZK, BAKER, BAYH, BEALL, DBROOKE,
BrocK, CANNON, CaAsSE, CLARK, CRANSTON,
CuLver, Durxin, HarT of Colorado,

HArRKE, HATHAWAY, HUMPHREY, INOUYE,
Javirs, KENNEDY, LaxaLt, LEAHY, MANS-
FIELD, MCGOVERN, METCALF, MORGAN,
Muskie, NEeLson, Packwoon, PASTORE,
PELL, RIBICOFF, SCHWEIKER, SPARKMAN,
Starrorp, and TuNNEY joined with me.

There is a continuing debate in the
Senate on the importance of helping
small business. Small business is some-
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thing everyone wants to help, but when
it comes to actually doing it, there are

Let us take a look at the background
for this amendment., 3

Last year, the Select Committee on
Small Business held 5 days of hearings.
We looked at the energy establishment,
drawing witnesses from FEA, ERDA, the
Office of Consumer Affairs, the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and other agencles.
We looked at the state of small business
in energy R. & D., centering our work on
the solar energy companies. We found
then that there were at least 60 com-
panies involved in solar energy develop-
ment in one way or another.

But, they really did not stand much of
a chance in getting Government money
to push their research. Big es
have got the major dollars out of the En-
ergy and Development Admin-
istration and they continue to do so.

The New England Fuel Institute, a
group of small independent oil distribu~
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tors recently tried to get a grant out of
the Energy Research and Development
Administration, but the requirements of
the grant, that took 6§ months of work for
this small business group, were so strin-
gent that the group probably would not
i

e restric-
tions or the work involved in struggling
to compete with the giant companies are
so strict that they just do not bother.

Clearly we need to make sure that
ERDA makes it easy for small business
to participate in solar energy develop-
ment. And the only way I know to do that
is to require that the Agency spend
money with small business.

ERDA recently provided me with a
memo on its small business program since
January 1975. I request unanimous con-
sent that the memorandum be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
Recory, as follows:

PROCUREMENT STATISTICS
[l millions of dollars]

ERDA SmaLn BUsiNess PROGRAM SINCE
Januany 1976

(Date of Activation of ERDA)

Decision made to concentrate effort in area
of selling ERDA employee and small business
community on ERDA’'s commitment to the
small buslness program, with plans for in-
creased operational effort as ERDA program
areas developed.

Dr. Seamans gave formal endorsement to
program through & letter to all ERDA Man-
agers, August 22, 1975.

Participated in more than 50 individual
symposiums, workshops, Trade Fairs, Pro-
curement Conferences which are held either
exclusively or primarily for small business-
men.

Mounted awareness campaign with ERDA
program offices to Insure sensitivity to small
business program,

Due to structure and mission of agency
have placed major emphasis on small busi-
ness program of ERDA Operating Contract-
ing of Laboratories and plants.

The following data reflects small business
participation in ERDA procurements, All data
prior to FY T6 reflects such participation
under AEC, a predecessor agency:

Fiscal yoar—

fiseal

e

o 1on

1972 1973 194 1975

1. Total procurement:
g .\?u-uum.-.-.___ 9,292 9,204 9§,
2.8 l!s'buﬂnmwu:rfm
. Sma %
7 A. Numbar of contracts.......... 2,341

234 10,618
T 52880 33,042 33,391 $3,970
423 3,148

B.
169 406
0 e

189,074 228,029

of total contracts. 26.2 2 2.7
O Dot aloe of oot - SALT SIS0 SRS 967, 4
mh of total procure-

B L i

249 26

“.
S 28 |

L5 LS L4 | 7

Includes contract sctlions by cost-type
prime contractors operating government-
owned Tacilities.

We anticipate a significant increase in
these numbers in the future due to increased
nonnuclear activity and renewed emphasis
and initiation under ERDA small business

program.

Goals are currently being established in
both Headquarters and at ERDA field instal-
lations which will reflect significant increases
for small business participation.

Currently preparing for award of contracts
to develop source data (company profiles)
and initiation under ERDA small business
community.

Mr. McINTYRE. What this memo
shows is that ERDA has made an at-
tempt to increase the amount of partic-
ipation by small business during the past
18 months. But it does not show other
things.

For instance, in the table that ERDA
provided me, the agency stated that 7.7
percent of its procurement during the
last 6 months of fiscal year 1975 went to
small business. This is a dramatic in-
crease from 1.7 percent of its procure-
ment in early 1975. The same is frue for
the first 6 months of 1976, when 12.9 per-
cent of its procurements have gone to
small business,

But thir is deceptive. ERDA has rolled
in the amount of money its Government-
operated contractor organizations spend
with small business, rather than just in-
cluding the amount of money spent by
the agency itself with small business.

Further, ERDA in another memoran-
dum, which I ask unanimous consent be
printed in the Recorp at this point,
shows that of the solar fiscal year 1976
budget, about $31.5 million has been

awarded to small business or has in-
cluded small business participation.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SoLar FunDps TO SMALL BUSINESS AS OF
Joume 15, 1976

Solar fiscal year 1976 budget
Less funds not authorized
Less dollars awarded universities_ .__
Amount avallable for laboratories,
other Federal agencles or industry. 99.7
As of June 15, 1976, $83.3 million of the
$09.7 million has been firmly obligated. Of
this amount $31.5 million has been awarded

tories, other federal 4
authorization by the Division of Solar
Energy.

Expressed as a percent 31.5:-83.8=38%.
Firm figures for the complete $99.7 million
plus $2.6 million will be avallable at final
obligation of funds expected by June 30 or
shortly thereafter. In no event will small
business ipation be less than 31%
(31.5+$102.3 million).

Mr. McINTYRE. However, in its fig-
ures, before computing the percentage
share of the participation going to small
business, ERDA took out the money go-
ing to universities, and furthermore in-
cluded as awards going to small business
the contracts where small business was
not the prime contractor but was a par-
ticipant. I have no particular objection
to including small business participation
as part of its awards to small business,
but I do believe that the agency has a
responsibility to make sure that its fig-
ures are accurate and portray the situa-
tion truthfully.

ERDA itself is opposed to this amend-

ment. But I think it is opposed for spe-
clous reasons.
ERDA claims that the amendment will

tie its hands. But I think that it will
merely reinforce the argument that
small business should participate in Gov-
ernment grants and contracts.

ERDA claims that small business has
received a $31 million participation in its
contracts this year. We have appropri-
ated $278.3 million for the solar energy
division. The amount of money that
ERDA will be able to spend with small
business will jump to about $56 million.
It does not seem to me that almost
doubling the budget for small business
solar energy research development and
demonstration will be difficult for ERDA.

I am told that the new director of
procurement at the Energy Research and
Development Administration is doing his
utmost to insure that small business re-
ceives an appropriate amount of money.
This amendment will help him to make
sure that the amount of money he spends
with small business is enough.

Additionally, let me add that this
amendment has widespread support. In
the House it was introduced by Repre-
sentative Jerrorps of Vermont with sup-
port from many Congressmen. Outside
the Congress, ‘he amendment has the
support of the National Small Business
Association, the National Federation of
Independent Business, the Solar Energy
Industries Association which represents
both large and small companies, and the
American Association of Small Research
Companies.

We have reached a crucial point in the
development of the country. We have big
government working with big companies.
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It is time to have Government work with

small companies.
QUESTION AND ANSWER MEMORANDUM

First. Why should we set aside 20 per-
cent of the solar research budget and not
more or less?

Answer: There has been substantial
discussion on this point in the Senate.
When I introduced the Energy Research
and Development Free Enterprise Act in
January, I put a 50-percent solar set-
aside into that legislation. However,
many Senators expressed the reservation
that this amount of money could be too
high and could result in delays in the
development of solar energy. Therefore,
after much consideration, I decided that
a 20-percent figure was more equitable
for all concerned, and would permit
ERDA to make substantial grants to big
companies while protecting the stance
of the innovative small company.

Second. What amount of money is in-
volved in this?

Answer: It will come out to the neigh=
borhood of $50 to $60 million. ERDA cur-
rently claims it is spending over $31 mil-
lion of a $110 million budget with small
business, which is 28 percent of its re-
search budget. This amendment will re~
quire only that ERDA reach 20 percent.
However, 20 percent will come out of a
$278 million budget, which is $56 million.

Third. Can small business use the
money effectively?

Answer: Small business is innovative.
It has ideas. There are many small com=
panies which apply to ERDA for funds
for development of new ideas. Small
companies are interested in development
of new energy sources, new markets, and

new technologies. There is no doubt in
small business persons’ minds that they
can use the money. Even ERDA staff says
unofficially that there would be no diffi-
culty in spending $60 million with small
business.

Fourth. Are we not hampering the de-
velopment of energy?

Answer: To this I must answer a flat
no. The Nation’s giant companies, in-
cluding the Nation’s major oil companies,
have consistently underfunded research.
Let me cite Business Week this past
week. In the magazine’s cover story, en-
titled “Where Private Industry Puts Its
Research Money,” the magazine found
that of 26 major natural resource com-
panies, the industry composite for re-
search and development of those com-
panies was 0.4 percent of sales. In 1975,
the energy and natural resource com-
panies only spent $715 million in research
on sales of $169 billion. That list included
giant companies, like Atlantic Richfield
Co., Cities Service, Continental Oil,
Exxon, Gulf, Shell, Standard Oil of Cali-
fornia, Standard Oil—Indiana, Sun,
Texaco, and Union of California.

Even giant General Electric only spent
2.7 percent of its sales on research.
Westinghouse was lower at 2.2 percent.
Clearly giant companies are only devot-
ing a small part of their total sales to-
ward research and development.

What is even more important is that
the amount of money the energy com-
panies were spending last year on their
research budgets was high in relation
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to sales because their sales, due to the
recession, were down.

I would like to add one more comment
about ERDA’s treatment of small busi-
nesses. A company in my home State,
Kalwall Corp. of Manchester, was award"
ed a $30.000 sales contract by ERDA
earlier this year, subject to negotiation.
ERDA retained the right to monitor the
project itself, and thus cut Kalwall's
grant.

What ERDA did—and they did this
before awarding the grant—was to give
IBM a contract to monitor all solar
grants. This had the effect of cutting
Kalwall’s grant down from $30,000 to an
offer by ERDA of $11,000.

My point is that it is not ERDA that
is doing the monitoring—it is a giant
company, IBM. I do not oppose partici-
pation by big companies. But this chain
of events makes it obvious to me that
small businesses need a set-aside to in-
sure that they can participate in ERDA
solar energy research.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
no quarrel with the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire with respect
to his interest in seeing to it that small
business gets its fair share of ERDA’s
contracts.

I do think, however, that the legisla-
tive history on this amendment should
make it clear that the 20 percent mini-
mum contained in the Senator’s amend-
ment should not become a de facto
maximum.

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. CHURCH. There is always that
latent possibility when we begin to write
into law specific percentage figures.

I do think that we should be mindful
of the fact that while the committee sup-
ports the right of qualified small busi-
nesses to participate in the ERDA pro-
grams, the agency itself has tried to
recognize the legitimate claims that
small business has on a proper propor-
tion of the contracts that ERDA signs.

I would, for the purpose of the REcorp,
Mr. President, like to place some of those

facts, as the committee knows them, into _

the Recorp in fairness to the agency.

First of all, ERDA informed the com-
mittee recently that a fully staffed small
business office was being established
within ERDA.

Second, as of June 15, 1976, $83.3 mil-
lion of a total amount of $99.7 million
available for the solar energy program
had been firmly obligated this year and
of this amount $31.5 million or 38 per-
cent was awarded to small businesses.

Third, section 2(d) of the Energy Re-
organization Act of 1974 states congres-
sional policy that small businesses have
a reasonable opportunity to participate
in the ERDA programs.

Fourth, section 308 of last year's
ERDA authorization bill requires that
ERDA, by June 30 of each year, report
to the authorizing committees of Con-
gress on the extent of small business
participation.

Fifth, a minimum set aside, as I have
already mentioned, does have the hazard
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of becoming a maximum unless the legis-
lative history is made very clear.

Finally, section 205 of this bill con-
tains a provision requiring ERDA to
identify in its annual report the amount
of small business participation.

So while I do not intend to oppose the
Senator's amendment, I do think, in all
fairness to the agency, we should recog-
nize the efforts that have been made by
ERDA to accommodate the needs of
small business. Furthermore, I believe
the committee itself is deserving of its
share of the credit in having written into
the law certain requirements to make
certain that small business is not over-
looked.

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, may
I say to my good friend from Idaho that
I appreciate his remarks.

I made the point in my initial state-
ment that while ERDA has shown & dis-
position toward helping small business,
the actuality is that when they awarded
contracts to small business, they took
part of the money away and put IBM
in charge of measuring and monitoring.
And regarding ERDA’s percenfages, they
used various Government subcontracts.
So I feel, and the other sponsors feel,
that these figures are not accurate.

I do want to say that I heartily agree,
and meant to say something in my
initial statement, that none of us, as
sponsors of this amendment, has any
idea that small business should be
limited to 20 percent. This is a minimum.
We feel it is a fair minimum set-aside,
and we want small business to compete
on equal footing with big business for
the balance of 80 percent. But we do
think it is important that this set-aside
be created to assist and guide ERDA.

We understand that in ERDA now
there is now a one-man small business
representative, who is probably quite a
bit down the line of the hierarchy, we
would like to see this strengthened. I
believe the Senator from Arizona plans
to offer an amendment along the line to
try to give small business a definite place
in the ERDA administrative structure.

With that, I reserve the remainder of
my time and I would like to hear from
my distinguished friend from Arizona.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, first of
all, the Senator from Arizona commends
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire for his leadership in the field
of solar energy and for his desire to see
that small business does have an oppor-
tunity to share the development funds
administered by ERDA.

The Senator from Arizona is very
much in agreement with that philosophy,
but, the Senator from Arizona is very
much opposed to the quota system.

I think what we will see is the attitude;
“Look, we have exceeded 20 percent, so
we have done a good job.”

Well, maybe they have not done a good
job. Maybe it would take 50 percent to do
a good job.

So this part of the amendment I do not
like.

But, of course, the Senator from Ari-
zona understands that the distinguished
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Senator from New Hampshire has 56 co-
sponsors, or something in that neighbor-
hood, so it is a very popular matter and,
certainly, it is for a good cause. I do feel
that we could benefit more by having an
office of small business affairs.

It was my desire to offer as a substi-
tute to the McIntyre amendment a pro-
vision whereby we would have this office.
It is the understanding of the Senator
from Arizona that the Senator from New
Hampshire would not object to having
this provision as an amendment, but he
would not like it as a substitute.

Mr. McINTYRE. That is correct.

Mr., FANNIN. Your intent is to move
forward with something which I think is
very important and, to assure that we
carry out the intent we all have in pro-
moting solar energy as rapidly as pos-
sible,

I think what we are talking about is
moving more rapidly and having better
coverage of the Nation, instead of having
only the giants working with solar en-
ergy. We want solar energy to be an in-
terest to every manufacturer we can ob-
tain throughout this country.

We desire for ERDA to go into the
communities and not just be dealing, as
the Senator from New Hampshire stated,
with some of the major companies that
are involved. Although we want those
companies to go forward very rapidly
also with their programs, realizing that
they can perform certain services that
perhaps cannot be performed by small
companies.

So it is the opinion of the Senator from
Arizona that it would be advisable to

have a goal, but not a quota. But in order
to obtain both the idea of treating small
business as favorably as possible and to
have an office of small business affairs in
the ERDA organization, I propose an
amendment to the amendment.

TP AMENDMENT NO, 107

Mr, FANNIN. Mr, President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona sends to the desk an
amendment to the McIntyre amendment
No. 1888 and asks for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
take unanimous consent, the Chair will
say to the Senator from Arizona, to offer
the amendment before the time on the
MelIntyre amendment expires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment will be stated,

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Arizona (Mr, FANNIN)
proposes an unprinted amendment num-
bered 107 to amendment No. 1888:

At the end of amendment No. 1888 add the
rollow!ng:

On page 2, line 17: Strike “$675,208,000,”
and insert in lleu thereof “'$675,398,000." and

On page 22, line 12: Strike “$284,820,000.”
and insert in lieu thereof “$284,020,000, pro-
vided that, $100,000 of such sum shall be
available for the establishment of an Office
of Small Business Affairs.”

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the au-
thorization will allow for personnel and
support funding for this office which
would have broad oversight responsi-
bilities within the agency to assure
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analysis of every major procurement
action for applicability to the goal of
increasing small business opportunities.
It would be the intent that competent
personnel with small business exper-
ience in both the private and public sec-
tor undertake this responsibility and
that this office be involved in energy
research, development, and demonstra-
tion projects administered by ERDA in
all the various technologies which this
agency pursues.

Mr. McINTYRE. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. FANNIN. I yield.

Mr. MCINTYRE. Will the Senator ex-
pand upon his amendment to this ex-
tent: Does the Senator envision, by his
amendment to my amendment, that he
would be establishing an arm of ERDA
that would be a strong one, one that is
able to speak for itself, that would be in-
cluded in the councils of ERDA at the
top level? Just what is envisioned?

Mr. - FANNIN. As the Senator just
stated, the authorization would allow
for the experienced personnel, people
who have a desire to promote small busi-
ness, and it would be a strong arm in
ERDA that would accomplish that ob-
jective.

Mr. McINTYRE. With that explana-
tion, Mr. President, I am happy to move
its adoption, unless the Senator from
Idaho has some comments.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I have
no objection to the adoption of the
Fannin amendment. I hope the Senate
can vote on that question at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a problem with the amendment of the
Senator from Arizona in that it is not
drafted to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. FANNIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent, Mr. President, that that be so pro-
vided. I thought when the Senator from
Arizona sent the amendment to the desk
he did make a change.

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the appropriate
changes be made to conform the amend-
ment to its purpose, that being to amend
the amendment offered by the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will say to the Senator from Ari-
zona the amendment is directed to the
bill and not to the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. FANNIN. The Senator from Ari-
zona would like to make the change sug-
gested by the distinguished floor leader
to have this as an amendment to the Mec-
Intyre amendment, and it would be on
page 2, line 19, of the McIntyre amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be so modified.

All time having been yielded back, the
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, of the Senator from
Arizona,

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next
vote will occur on the amendment offered
by the Senator from New Hampshire, as
modified by the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Arizona.,

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, as modified
by the amendment of the Senator from
Arizona.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment, as modified, was agreed to.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move
to lay that on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO. 108

Mr, MONTOYA., Mr. President, I have
an unprinted amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Mon-
TOYA) offers unprinted amendment No, 108.

Mr, MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 18, line 9, insert the following:
Provided that in de the location
of such a facility, the Administrator shall
consider the location of Lea County, New
Mexico.

Mr, MONTOYA. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CrUrcH) for his consideration of
my amendment to 8. 3105. My amend-
ment is directed to title II, section 202(b)
Solar Energy Development, and would
direct the attention the Administrator of
ERDA to a proposal for a solar thermal
demonstration project for a small com-
munity, involving Lea County, N. Mex.

The Lea County proposal is intended
to design, simulate, construct, and oper-
ate a multimegawatt fixed mirror dis-
tributed focus—FMDF—solar thermal/
electrical system. This system would be
fully interfaced with the operating 115-
megawatt gas burning powerplant of the
New Mexico Electric Service Co. in
Hobbs, N. Mex.

Mr. President, I shall not consume a
great deal of the Senator’s time with this
matter but I do want to stress certain
features of the proposal which merit spe-
cial consideration. The Lea County proj-
ect is technically feasible since the pro-
posed scheme utilizes existing and proven
technology and can become operational
within about 5 years. The proposal is
unique since it brings together the sub-
stantial and pertinent experience of the
designers, developers, operators, and
users of the system. Not only does this
assure the successful completion of the
project, but also provides at a minimum
cost, a realistic program to properly
monitor the performance, operation and
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maintenace, and economic viability of
FMDF solar thermal powerplants fully
integrated into an existing utility grid
network. This, I believe, can help accel-
erate bringing the solar electric systems

Mr. President, I hope that this amend-
ment can be accepted so that the at-
tention of ERDA can be properly di-
rected to what I feel is an outstanding,
practical project which offers, I believe,
an opportunity to put solar energy to
work.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent,
that a fact sheet concerning the Lea
County proposal be inserted in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the fact sheet
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

PrOJECT BUMMARY—SOLAR THERMAL/ELECTRIC
POWERPLANT, LEA COUNTY, N. MEX.,
OBJECTIVES

Design, simulate, construct and operate
a Multi-Megawatt Fixed Mirror Distributed
Focus (FMDF) solar thermal/electric system
fully interfaced with the operating 115 MWe
gas-burning power plant of the New Mexico
Electric Service Company in Hobbs, New
Mexico. Certain specific design features of
the Lea County System will include:

Interface with the larger operating fossil
fuel power plant of New Mexico Electric Serv-
ice Co. (NMESCO) to enable realtime moni-
toring of the economics of the solar elec-
iric system as well as to evaluate associated
interface and operational problems.

Cost-effective system design and construc-
tion techniques for soil and terrain char-
acteristics typical of the Lea County region.

System design and collector fleld layout
capable of growth to 100 MWe or more using
modular expansion techniques.

Compatibility with peaking and interme-
diate energy demand of the region served
by NMESCO.

SYSTEM CONCEPT/TECHNOLOGY STATUS

E-Systems has developed a solar energy
collector that is used in concentrating solar
energy for conversion to electrical power. The
thermal/electric energy conversion part of
the solar thermal/electric system uses con-
ventional equipment.

The solar energy collector, called the Pixed
Mirror Distributed Focus (FMDF) collector,
consists of a segment of a spherical mirror
fixed in or on the ground. The solar energy
incident on the mirror Is focused on an ab-
sorber (receiver) which is positioned along
& line passing between the sun and the cen-
ter of curvature of the mirror. The track-
ing of the sun is accomplished simply by
using an automatic drive to move the re-
celver, thus continually keeping it in the
focus of the mirror. The transfer of thermal
energy from the receiver to the turbine/gen-
erator unit is by means of a fluld (such as
water) flowing through the receiver. The
electrical energy thus generated is appro-
priately conditioned for interface with the
distribution grid network.

The FMDF solar energy collector operates
much on the same principle as the 1000 ft.
diameter Arecibo radiotelescope recently con-
structed by E-Systems. Much of the existing
and proven technology developed for the
Arecibo radiotelescope can be readily utilized
In the design and construction of FMDF
solar thermal/electric systems. Engineering-
cost-performance studies at E-Systems indi-
cate that the FMDF solar energy systems are
technically feasible and can be economically
deployed in a range of electrical power ca-
pacity typical of small-to-large electrical
utility operations. However, demonstration
plants remain to be constructed and operated
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to establish user confidence in FMDF solar
energy systems and to illustrate their cost-
effectiveness,

Studies to date suggest that construction
cost versus optimum size of the FMDF col-
lector module is somewhat sensitive to sub-
sofl, terrain and other site conditions. Al-
though several structural/construction con-
cepts appear to compete for cost-effective de-
ployment of FMDF solar systems in a given
region, actual construction experience and

detalled system engineering and design are

required to identify the lowest cost tech-
niques for the FMDF solar electric plants to
be installed in site conditions typical of the
Lea County region.

Initial studies show that a 3 MWe solar
electric plant with three FMDF solar collec-
tors, each about 300 ft. in diameter, and in-
terfaced with the NMESCO's operating 115
MWe power plant, would be an appropriate
demonstration to provide data both suffi-
clent and reliable to encourage accelerated
participation of the wutility industries in
bringing such solar electric systems on-line.

PROJECT PLAN/FUNDING REQUIREMENTS

The Lea County project entalls two phases.
Phase I involves system analog simu-
lation of the system and its performance,
and completion of a detalled design for the
Lea County system and its utility interface.
Phase II covers the construction, operation
and economic impact analysis of the 3 MWe
utility integrated demonstration system.
The Table below identifies the principal tasks
and estimated cost assoclated with each
phase of the proposed project. A detailed
Statement of Work is provided in Attach-
ment 1 (E-Systems Pr entitled “A
Solar Thermal/Electric Power Plant for Lea
County, New Mexico”).

Principal tasks

Phase I:

I-A—System,
design.

I-B—Field simulation of system testing
and data analysis.

I-C—System design refinements and de-
sign finalizatdon.

I-D—Interim and final reports.

Phase II:

II-A—Construction of 3 MWe demonstra-
tion system.

II-B—System  operation and economic
analysis.

II-C—Detall plan for system expansion.

II-D—Interim and final reports.

MANAGEMENT PLAN

Overall program direction and administra-
tion will be provided by an on-site Project
Office established in Lea County, N.M. This
project office will draw upon the capabilities
of the participating team members, namely
(a) Monument Energy Corporation
(MONECO), Lovington, N'M.; (b) E-Systems,
Inc., Dallas, Texas; (¢) New Mexico Electric
Service Company; (d) New Mexico Junior
College at Hobbs; (e) Texas Tech University;
and (f) an A&E firm selected early in Phase
I. The Project Office will be the principal
interface with ERDA and would have the
services of a Technical Advisory Committee;
a Management Advisory Council, and con-
sultants as required. The Technical Ad-
visory Committee will have a broad makeup
with experts from ERDA and its designated
laboratories, utility companies, academic
institutions, and Lea County Government.

E-Systems, together with the selected A&E
firm, will be responsible for the total design
and construction of the system. New Mexico
Electric Service Company will provide utility
interface design specifications and integra-
tion. MONECO/E-Systems will provide serv-
ices to the Project Office during the operation
of the system and its economic impact
analysis. Texas Tech University will provide
technical assistance in the areas of their
expertise. New Mexico Junior College will
operate the small scale simulation and test
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system for the purpose of (a) providing sup-
plemental energy to the present campus
heating and cooling equipment; (b) experi-
mentation as a total energy system demon-
stration; and (c) training technologists and
operators required to man solar energy sys-
tems in the United States.
COST SHARING

The proposed project provides cost sharing
elements which include:

A tract of land, several hundred acres In
area, to be provided at nominal cost by the
State of New Mexico.

An operating and modern gas-fired power
plant (115 MWe) and complete distribution
grid network, representing a cost in excess
of $50 million, being made available (at no
cost to the project) by NMESCO for inter-
face and economic studies of the proposed
Lea County Solar Power System.

Pertinent and readily applicable technology
developed by E-Systems in the deslgn, manu-
facturing and worldwide econstruction of re-
lated large systems. This technology de-
veloped over more than a decade under in-
house and Federal ents a
value in several tens of million dollars.

Established experience of NMESCO and
MONECO as operators and suppliers of energy
to the users.

Multi-million dollar facilitles of New
Mexico Junior College for use in training
technologists and operators that will be
needed to staff solar energy systems and
other types of energy systems nationwide.

CONCLUSIONS

The Lea County project is technically feasi-
ble since the proposed scheme utilizes in
large part an existing and proven technology.
It can become an operating reality within
about five years.

The proposed project is unique since it
brings together the substantial and perti-
nent experience of the designers, developers,
operators and users of the system. Not only
does this assure the successful completion
of the project but also provides at minimum
cost a real-world situation to properly moni-
tor the performance, operation, maintenance
and economic viability of FMDF solar ther-
mal power plants fully integrated into an
existing utllity grid network. This can help
accelerate bringing the solar electric systems
on-line.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr., President, this
amendment is not designed to mandate
ERDA, but to ask it to give consideration
to some planning which has been going
on in New Mexico with respect to estab-
lishing a demonstration plant facility,
such as is authorized on page 18 of the
authorization bill before us.

I have spoken with the manager of
this part of the authorization and I have
spoken with the ranking minority mem-
ber. If there is anything further they
wish me to expound upon, I would be
very happy te do so.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since
this amendment does not require ERDA
to establish the facility at the site des-
ignated but merely requests that such a
site be considered, I shall not object to
it. I want to say to the Senator that there
are two other amendments of a similar
nature. With respect to all three amend-
ments our experience last year made it
clear that in conference the House was
not prepared to accept site designations
as such. I will take this amendment to
conference, along with the other two, but
I do want the Senator from New Mexico
to understand, as the author of the
amendment, the experience we had last
year in conference and the likelihood
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that the House attitude toward amend-
ments of this kind has not changed.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona concurs with the
statement which has been made by the
floor manager of the bill. This does not
place any pressure in any way on the lo-
cation of this particular facility. It is
only, as the Senator from New Mexico
has described, a suggestion that this be
one area of consideration.

Mr. MONTOYA. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
Senators yield back the remainder of
their time?

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from New Mexico.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1958

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment numbered 1956, which
is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

‘The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran=-
DOLPH) proposes an amendment numbered
1966.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. RanporpH’s amendment (No. 1956)
is as follows:

On page 29, between lines 8 aud 9, insert
the following new section:

BEc. 410. The Administrator shall estab-
lish an Appalachian National Energy Labora-
tory at an appropriate facility operated by a
Federal agency within Appalachia for the
purposes of development and implementa-
tion of a comprehensive plan for energy re-
search, development, and demonstration on
new technologles applicable to the energy
resources of Appalachia for the achievement
of the purposes of the Federal Nonnuclear
Energy Research and Development Act of
1974. Such plan shall be consistent with the
comprehensive plan for nonnuclear energy
research, development, and demonstration
transmitted pursuant to section 6 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1974 (42 U.8.C. 50 5905).

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I am
appreciative of the constructive work be-
ing done by the Interior Committee on
the problem of research and development
in the energy field. It is not a pleasantry
for me to commend those in charge of
this important legislation, because we
have yet %o come to full grips with these
problems that affect the energy depend-
ence of our country. Our dependence on
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petroleum products and other products
continues to rely on undependable
sources—those sources being overseas.

I do not propose to discuss this matter
in any detail, except to say that we are
in a deeper crisis from the standpoint of
dependency on foreign energy sources
than we were at the time of the embargo
which took place some 3 years ago.

The committees charged with juris-
diction in these matters are working
their way through many measures. This
afternoon I am privileged to propose
certain amendments that are not sub-
stitutes in any way for the pending re-
search and development bill. Rather
they would strengthen it and make
it more applicable to the concentrated
effort that must be mounted to a greater
degree than in the past.

I turn to an area of our country with
which I am very familiar, being a native
of it and a citizen in it. It is the section
of our country commonly known as
Appalachia.

Appalachia is blessed with abundant
energy resources. A prime Eastern source
of domestic energy supplies, Appalachia
will play a special role in achieving en-
ergy independence.

Extensive energy expertise exists in
Appalachia, particularly regarding coal.
This expertise can, and must, be applied
to the development of new energy sup-
plies and technologies. However, ERDA
continues to rely principally on existing
national contract laboratories estab-
lished in support of nuclear energy de-
velopment. What is now needed is es-
tablishment of an Appalachian National
Energy Laboratory, to fully provide
access to the energy and coal research
capabilities within the region and West
Virginia. Such a research facility will
provide recognition of the vital role that
Eastern resources must serve in the
achievement of energy self-sufficiency.

In addition to coal, there is a signif-
icant potential for new natural gas pro-
duction. Deep geologic formations and
Devonian shale formations exist beneath
Appalachia that have not yet been
tapped. Columbia Gas is exploring the
potential of Devonian shale in Mingo
County, W. Va.

However, despite this development,
and other energy options within Ap-
palachia, we can expect to continue to
experience natural gas shortages and
increased oil imports. Our country’s de-
mand for energy must, of necessity, con-
tinue to rely on the abundant resources
of Appalachia.

Mr. President, this amendment recog-
nizes the role of Appalachia in our coun-
try’'s energy future. The Energy Research
and Development Administration is di-
rected to designate a Federal facility
within the region as the Appalachian
National Energy Laboratory.

I have had the privilege of discussing
this matter with the chairman (Mr,
CuurcH). I hope that he will feel that
this is a matter of importance that could
be carried from this body to the con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
already indicated to the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia that I am
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prepared to take this amendment to con-
ference, but I must do so with the ad-
monition that I gave to the Senator from
New Mexico a few moments ago.

Our experience in conference has been
that the House conferees are adamant
against designating specific locations for
ERDA supported facilities. Last year we
attempted, in the Senate bill, to designate
two particular projects which we thought
were very important and ought to be
mandated by legislation. In each case the
House conferees refused to accede to the
Senate position.

To my knowledge, this remains the at-
titude of the House with respect to spe-
cific locations in a particular State, or
designated region.

I want the Senator to know what our
experience has been, so that he is not
misled in any way with respect to the
problem we shall face when this amend-
ment is considered in conference.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I shall
respond in reference to the position of
the House of Representatives as it has
been expressed in prior conferences. The
record must indicate that the great Mid-
west of our country has the Argonne
National Laboratory, operated under con-
tract; the important Southeast has the
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and that
also is operated under contract; the
Southwest, that section of the country
represented by the able Senator from
Arizona, as he knows well, has the Los
Alamos Natlonal Laboratory; the far
West has the Lawrence Laboratory; and
the great Northwest has the Pacific
Northwest Laboratory and the Hanford
Works.

I am not saying that they were desig-
nated by specific amendment. But we
know their importance and the impor-
tance that is attached to the efforts in
these areas; they all contribute to the
national energy knowledge that we shall
need.

Yet Appalachia, this great region,
thrusting itself from New York through
Alabama, South Carolina, and Georgia,
an area underlaid with coal, does not
have a similar laboratory. Yet Appalachia
and those States, contain resource in
such a great degree that sometimes I am
accused perhaps of boasting about how
long we will have a coal supply to meet
the energy needs of this country.

But I believe ERDA needs such a na-
tional laboratory within Appalachia. I
hope that in the acceptance of this
amendment both Senators CuurcH and
Fannin will agree to earry it with some,
let us say, argument from the Senate
side when this amendment is considered
in conference.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Arizona concurs with the Sen-
ator from Idaho, the majority floor man-
ager of the bill, that this is not a practice
that is usually looked upon favorably in
Congress. We do have problems as far as
designating a certain location. The Sen-
ator realizes that the Senator from West
Virginia is not tying this down to any one
State in that particular area, but he is
stating that it should be established
within the area, as I understand it.

I shall ask the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia if it is his feeling
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that the need for a laboratory for the
investigation of coal technology is more
important than any other factor?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Of course, the Sen-
ator is knowledgeable in this field, as is
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH),
the able manager of the bill. As he knows
coal has many uses that have as yet not
been developed. I recall, since we are
remembering prior dates, that on Novem-
ber 6, 1943, in company with another
young man, we flew a single-engined
plane from Morgantown, W. Va., to Na-
tional Airport. That plane was fueled
with gasoline processed from West Vir-
ginia coal. We flew over the Alleghenies
and the Blue Ridge Mountains in =
single-engined aircraft. I remember Sen-
ator O'Mahoney being at National Air-
port with others to meet us when we
came in from that successful flight. We
knew then that coal can be used for
motor fuel. At that time we passed the
Synthetic Liquid Fuels Act in 1944. We
were operating automobiles, for demon-
stration purposes on the streets of Pitts-
burgh with gasoline from coal.

I think back to that time, I am often
reminded that we act after the fact,
when we ought to act before the fact.

The very subject matter of this bill is
indicative of the need for coal-based
programs, such as liquefaction. All of
these programs are highly important. We
are not simply establishing another lab-
oratory if it comes into being; we are
doing something that needs to be done.
The dollars will be an investment in the
security for this country. I hope we will
come before there is another breakdown
in the supplies on which we are now de-
pending. It could happen tonight as it
did in the OPEC embargo of 1973.

Mr, FANNIN. The Senator from Ari-
zona realizes that the Senator from West
Virginia has a long history of achieve-
ments in the field of research and devel-
opment in this particular field. I have
heard him speak many times of the ex-
perience that he has had. Of course, hav-
ing been a former chief executive of an
airline, and then having experimented
with the utilization of fuel developed
from coal, that certainly is to his great
credit, and there are many other pro-
grams in which he has been involved.

The Senator from Arizona is not in
any way discrediting him in feeling that
the amendment is not in order.

It is from the standpoint of the prece-
dent that has been established that Con=-
gress not designate a particular location,

Mr. RANDOLPH. I do not speak of a
new laboratory. We are proposing the
designation of a facility now existing
within Appalachia.

Mr. FANNIN, The Senator from Ari-
zona concurs with what the floor man-
ager of the bill has said. The Senator
from West Virginia is to be commended
for his efforts in this regard, although it
seems doubtful that the amendment
would be acceptable from experience.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I trust the Senator
from Arizona and the Senator from
Idaho to sell this to the House of Repre-
sentatives because it is right.

Mr. FANNIN, I thank the Senator.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I have great confi-
dence. I do appreciate it.
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Mr. CHURCH. The Senator may be
sure we will do our best.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I well understand
that; but when we make these efforts
piecemeal we are trying to put a jigsaw
puzzle together. I only hope that it could
come to pass sooner rather than later
that America will be able to take care
of energy problems from the standpoint
of necessary research and development
facilities. I have felt so for so long. With-
out a fuel and energy policy we were
coming nearer to disaster each year that
we fail to take bold steps, not timid ap-
proaches, to this problem.

I appreciate the attitude expressed and
I am grateful for acceptance of the
amendment as part of this bill to be
carried to the House conference.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ABOUREZE, Mr, President, I have
a couple amendments that will be ac-
cepted by the committee if I may pro-
ceed, unless the Senator wishes to go
ahead with his series of amendments.
Perhaps I could proceed.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is al-
ways cooperative. The amendments I am
offering are going to be accepted, too.
But it goes not against my grain to have
someone from another State move in;
I will be happy fo step aside for the
moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1947

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1947,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.

ABoUREZK) proposes amendment numbered
1947,

Mr. ABOUREZEK. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Scaweiker) . Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 69, line 5, insert the following:
TITLE IX—ORGANIZATIONAL CONFLICT
OF INTEREST

Sec. 001. (a) Section 5813 of title 42 iIs
amended by adding at the conclusion there-
of the following:

“(12) maintaining and promoting active
and open competition among private per-
sons and organizations Involved in energy
research and development.”.

(b) Section 5817 of title 42 is amended by

adding at the conclusion thereof the fol-
lowing:

“(g) (1) The Administrator shall exercise
his powers under this section in such a man-
ner as to maintain and promote active and
open competition among private persons and
organizations involved in energy research and
development.

“(2) The Administrator shall make no ar-
rangements (including contracts, agree-
ments, and loans) whether by advertising or
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negotiation for the conduct of research and
development activities with any private per-
son or organization when, after appropriate
restrictions have been attached to such ar-
rangements, such person or organization—

“(A) may be unable to render impartial,
technically sound, or objective assistance or
advice due to its other activities or its re-
lationships with other tions; or

“(B) would be given an unfair competitive
advantage.

“(3) At the earliest practicable time prior
to the Administrators making any such ar-
rangements—

“(A) all persons or organizations inter-
ested In making such arrangements shall file
with the Administrator a written notice de-
scribing In detail the nature and existence
of any such activities or relationships or com-
petitive advantage;

“(B) the Administrator shall make the
contents of such notice available to the pub-
lic, with the exception of such parts as con-
tain trade secrets or privileged commercial
or financial information, or information dis-
closure of which would constitute a clear and
u::armnted invesion of personal privacy;
a

“(C) the Administrator shall receive and
evaluate all public comments with respect to
such notice.

“(4) Prior to making any such arrange-
ments the Administrator shall conduct a
complete, detalled and independent inguiry
of the responsible bidder or offerors of the
nature and existence of any such activities or
relationships or competitive advantage.

“(6) The Administrator shall promulgate
rules for the implementation of this subsec-
tion as soon as possible after the date of its
enactment but in no event later than six
months after such date.

“(6) This subsectlon shall take effect six
months after the date of its enactment and

shall not apply to arrangements madeé prior
to such date.”.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, this
amendment would add a ninth title to
8. 3105 to define for the first time
ERDA’s responsibility to avoid organi-
zation conflict of interest in its con-
tracting.

If this amendment becomes law it will
be the first statement of congressional
policy in this area.

“Organizational” conflict of interest is
a term of art which applies to conflicts
of interest which arise in Government
contract work with corporations. The
basic principle is the same as is now
embodied in a number of Federal stat-
utes dealing with “personal” conflict of
interest on the part of individuals.

Although there is no Federal statute
on organizational conflict of interest
this concept is well known at ERDA and
a number of other Federal agencies. In
fact, ERDA already has regulations on
this subject—and AEC had regulations
2;;13 this subject for about 10 years before

t.

This winter I chaired 3 days of
hearings in the Energy Research and
Water Resources Subcommittee. The
subcommittee heard from 18 witnessss
from ERDA, Interior, NSF, Bechtel, and
the private bar; 147 exhibits were sub-
mitted for the record. The published
hearings run nearly 1,000 pages. Since
then I have engaged in extensive and
detailed correspondence with ERDA and
Interior about the need to revise their
regulations. I have been in contact with
GSA and OMB to encourage them to
promulgate policies in this area.
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The amendment I propose is a modest
beginning. Its definition of what con-
stitutes a conflict of interests taken
verbatim from the present ERDA regu-
lations. It improves upon these regula-
tions in three ways. It broadens the
range of contracts which ERDA’s regu-
lations will reach. It requires contract
applicants to disclose possible conflicts
and it requires ERDA to investigate for
conflicts. At the hearings it was shock-
ing to me how narrowly ERDA limited
its regulations and that ERDA requires
no disclosure or investigation of conflicts
of interest.

This amendment is not intended to be
the final word on organizational con-
flict of interest. But it is an improve-
ment.

T have discussed this amendment with
Senator Fanwin and Senator CHURCH,
and I am hopeful they will accept it, so
that we can further consider this issue
in conference.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask the
able Senator from South Dakota whether
he undertook to clear this amendment
with the Senators who handled the nu-
clear programs authorized by this bill—
that is, with those who represented the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. ABOUREZK. That has been done
by my staff.

Mr. CHURCH, And they raised no ob-
jection to the amendment?

Mr. ABOUREZE. As I understand it,
that is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, while
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs has not had an opportunity to
examine the amendment, it is true that
the Senator irom South Dakota held 3
days of hearings on the matter of or-
ganizational conflict of interest and that
the objectives sought by the amendment
is supported by the committee.

Therefore, acceptance of the amend-
ment will give the committee an oppor-
tunity to further examine the text of
the amendment and to present the
amendment to the conferees.

I want the Senator to know that in
accepting this amendment, I cannot
foreclose the possibility that we may
have to wait another year before such
requirements are finally written into the
law. However, the Senate conferees will
do their best to present the case in con-
ference, in the hope that the House will
see fit to accept the amendment.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ask this
of the Senator from South Dakota: Did
he discuss this matter with any of the
ERDA officials with respect to the way it
is to be handled and what is involved?

Mr. ABOUREZEK. I have not discussed
with ERDA how the amendment is to be
presented. However, I have had extensive
correspondence with ERDA, in which I
have asked them to adopt their own reg-
ulations along these lines, advising them
that I would offer legislation in the event
they failed to do so. They failed to do so,
and that is why I am proceeding in this
manner.

Mr. FANNIN. Did the Senator receive
answers to his correspondence?

Mr. ABOUREZK. Yes,

Mr, FANNIN. Which indicated a re-
fusal to ecarry through? What was the
reason for having the amendment?
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Mr. ABOUREZK. I would not say a di-
rect refusal, but a failure to adopt any-
thing near this kind of standard of con-
duct on the part of ERDA and the cor-
porations which contract with it.

Mr. FANNIN. According to the expla-
nation of the Senator from South Da-
kota, the way in which the affairs should
be handled would carry out his desires. I
do not know that we need an amendment
to make a requirement, but I concur with
the floor manager of the bill, that it is
the desire to carry it to conference, and
the Senator from Arizona will not dis-
agree.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHURCH. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment is ylelded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota.

The amendment was agreed to.

AmENDMENT No. 18568

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1958.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill insert the following:

Sec. 114, Sectlon 13 of the Federal Non-
nuclear Energy Research and Development
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5912) is amended by—

(1) striking, in the first sentence of sub-
section (a), the words, “At the request of the
Administrator, the” and inserting therein
‘“The"';

(2) striking, in the first sentence of sub-
section (b), the words “prepare or have pre-
pared an assessment of the availability of
adequate water resources.” and Inserting
thereln the following: “request the Water
Resources Council to prepare an assessment
of water requirements and avafilability for
such project.”; and

(3) adding at the end thereof a new sub-
section to read as follows:

“{f) The Administrator shall, upon enact-
ment of this subsection, be a member of the
Council."”.

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify the
amendment as follows: Strike the words
“At the end of the bill insert the fol-
lowing”. In the following line, strike the
words “Sec. 114" and replace them with
“Sec.2."

I advise my colleagues that that
merely places the amendment in the
proper place in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has a right to modify his
amendment, without unanimous consent.

Will the Senator send a copy of the
modified amendment to the desk?

Mr. ABOUREZK. Yes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the modification be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The modified amendment is as follows:

At the end of title IT insert:
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Sec. 2. Section 13 of the Federal Nonnu-
clear Energy Research and Development Act
of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5912) is amended by—

(1) striking, In the first sentence of sub-
section (a), the words, “At the request of
the Administrator, the* and inserting there-
in “The";

Mr. ABOUREZK. Mr. President, this
amendment would alter section 13 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research
and Development Act of 1974 by
strengthening the role of the Water Re-~
sources Couneil in making water assess-
ments for ERDA under the nonnuclear
act.

Under current law, ERDA iiself is re-
sponsible for assessments of the impact
on water resources of any Federal re-
search and development program. These
programs include areas such as shale
oil development, coal gasification, coal
liguification, urban waste conversion,
geothermal power, synthetic fuels, and
so forth. Most of these programs would
require substantial commitments of wa-
ter. The water assessment, much like an
Environmental Impact Statement, could
point to any potentially harmful effects
on water supply, quality, distribution,
and so forth. While ERDA may current-
ly request a Water Resources Council
assessment, it is not required to do so,
and past experience indicates it has used
the Council’s offices only sparingly. Since
ERDA has an interest in seeing its own
programs through, it is not sensible to
rely on them to make assessments which
may be damaging to that purpose. The
Water Resources Council—an independ-
ent body—is, on the other hand, in a very
good position to make such assessments.

This amendment, therefore, would re-
quire that the Water Resources Council
undertake an assessment of water re-
gquirements and supply for any Federal
research and development project under
this bill which would have a substantial
impact on water resources. The Admin-
istrator of ERDA, who would be added
to the Council, would be required to rely
on this assessment.

The Council itself, of course, does not
have the staff to carry out the assess-
ment, but the amendment would make
available the $1 million allocated for
water assessments under the act to the
Water Resources Council. This sum
should be adequate to carry out the
necessary contracts for assessments,
which the Council could then evaluate
and act on at any of its four meetings
per year. Given the time it takes to do
an assessment, the frequency of meetings
would pose no problem.

This amendment was accepted without
opposition by the House committee con-
sidering it. It is, I think, a very sensible
device to place authority for water as-
sessments with the agency we have
created for the very purpose of coordi-
nating water policy.

Mr. President, I urge that the amend-
ment be accepted. I have discussed it
with the managers of the bill, and they
have indicated that they will accept it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
no objection to this amendment. It seems
to me that the Water Resources Council
ought to play a role in making an assess-
ment of water requirements and water
availability in connection with projects
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undertaken by ERDA. Furthermore, it
seems apparent that the Administrator
of ERDA should sit as & member of the
Council. Therefore, I am prepared to ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona has no objection to
the amendment. He concurs with the
idea that the Administrator should be
a member of the Couneil.

The only gquestion this Senator has
concerns my understanding that ERDA
is presently working with the Water Re-
sources Council on the assessment of
needs for water development. Would the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota disrupt any existing programs?

Mr. ABOUREZK. No. As a matter of
fact, it would replace the existing pro-
gram with ERDA; not disrupt it but
replace it. It would require it to be done
in the Water Resources Council, then
the assessment to be given back to ERDA.

Mr. FANNIN. That would be the only
question the Senator from Arizona would
have. If we are sure that it would not
overlap and, in substance, would replace
existing programs, I assume that would
be all right.

It would not delay any of the progress
that is being made?

Mr. ABOUREZK. No; in fact, it will
really strengthen the water assessment;
rather than delaying it, it will strengthen
it and allow the Government to have a
better assessment of how water will be
used and the impact upon water re-
sources.

Mr. FANNIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ABOUREZEK. I express my thanks
to the Senator from West Virginia for
letting me break in.

I yield back whatever time I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree=-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1957

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1957, which is at the
desk, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RANDOLPH) proposes an amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 12, line 21, change the period
following the figure 000" to a colon and
insert the following: “Provided, That sixty
days, prior to the obligation of any funds au-
thorlzed pursuant to this paragraph for the
purpose of establishing a fluldized bed test
facility at an installation operated by other
than a Federal agency, including installa-
tions operated under Federal contract, the
Administrator shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the
Senate and the Committee on Science and
Technology of the House of Representatives
& report which sets forth the basis for the
decision, including the advantages and dis-
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advantages of locating such a facility at such
installation, for the achievement of the pur-
poses of the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re-
search and Development Act of 1974.”.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, as
we consider projects from the stand-
point of the challenges that are before
us as we move into new areas, I call your
attention to what we call fluidized bed
test facilities. The construction of test
facilities for new energy technology
represents a major commitment of Fed-
eral money. We have recognized that in
part. We are dealing with a major na-
tional resource.

I have been concerned, and the Sen-
ators who are now handling this meas-
ure have been concerned, with the
development of new methods for the
utilization of coal, consistent with
environmental policies. We have dis-
cussed that this afternoon. New tech-
nologies for the fluidized bed combustion
of coal offer a significant opportunity for
improvement over the processes that are
now used.

The Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration is currently build-
ing a fluidized bed test facility at the
Morgantown Energy Research Center.
This facility is for what is termed “at-
mospheric pressure” technologies. The
location of this test facility at the Mor-
gantown Center recognizes the coal ex-
pertise that has developed there over the
years.

I am informed that the Energy Re-
search and Development Administration
also proposes to locate similar, but pres-
surized, test facilities elsewhere.

The amendment which I offer requires
that the Administrator, before locating
such a test facility at a non-Federal in-
stallation, submit a report to the appro-
priate committee of the House and Sen~
ate. This report would have to include a
discussion of the basis for the Adminis-
trator’s decision to locate such test facili-
ties at other than Federal installations.

This amendment is intended to en-
courage the centralization of activities in
this area at Federal installations rather
than at contractor facilities.

This amendment seeks to encourage
the centralization of such test facilities
at Federal installations rather than con-
tractor facilities.

The amendment would optimize Fed-
eral energy research capabilities in this
area. It would reduce the overall cost to
the Federal Government for the develop-
ment of this needed technology, and it
would eliminate the need for duplication
of the necessary support facilities and
instrumentation. We would require the
Administrator, before locating such a
test facility at a non-Federal installa-
tion, to submit a report to the appropri-
ate committees of the House and the
Senate. This report would include a dis-
cussion of the basis for the decision of
the Administrator.

I need not take further time in dis-
cussion of the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as T un-
derstand the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia, he
is asking that 60 days prior to the obliga-
tion of any funds for a fluidized bed test
facility there be notice and a report,
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which information is to be transmitted
to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the
House, The report is to justify any deci-
sion that locates one of these fluidized
bed test facilities at a site that is non-
Federal, where the work is to be done on
a contract basis, so that the Congress
may know, in advance of the actual ob-
ligation of public money, what the basis
?f t.}';e decision is and the justification
or .

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. I have no difficulty with
this amendment, Mr. President. It seems
to me that where there is a possibility
for using Federal facilities, in the event
that the administrator chooses not to use
them and turns, instead, to private con-
tractors for the hiring of private facili-
ties, justification ought to be made. The
committees with the jurisdiction in each
House ought to be advised in advance
of the reasons that the administrator
made such a decision, Therefore, I am
prepared to accept the amendment.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona has no objection.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1828

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 1828, which is at
the desk, and ask that it be immediately
considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr, Rax-
DOLPH) proposes an amendment,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 13, beginning with line 22, strike
out all through line 25, and insert the fol-
lowing:

(2) In situ coal gasification:
Costs, $13,536,000.
Changes in selected resources, $1,500,000.",

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, we
talked about coal. We continue to talk
about it. In this amendment, we are talk-
ing about the underground gasification
of coal because it offers not only an at-
tractive but a necessary alternative for
using our Nation’s vast coal resources.

This technology was first explored un-
der a program provided for in the Syn-
thetic Liquid Fuels Act of 1944. More
recently, however, the Energy Research
and Development Administration has
been funding three technological options
in this area.

These methods rely on drilling into
underground coal formations and with-
drawing the byproducts of gasification
through surface boreholes. Consequently,
there is minimal mining activity. The
resultant gas production can be used to
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produce electricity, to provide process
heating, as a s feedstock, and
for upgrading synthetic gas

The potential environmental beneﬂts
are minimal surface disruption and a
lower use of water. There also are mini-

coal gasification could triple the usable
coal reserves of the United States of
America. There are about 30 billion tons
of coal in the ground under Kenfucky,
I say to the Senator from Kenfucky who
is now in the Chamber.

Mr. FORD. Did the Senator from
West Virginia say millions or billions?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Billions. That is a
tremendous amount of coal reserve in
one State. We estimate that underlying
West Virginia there are approximately
129 billion tons of coal. It varles from
State to State. The highest production
at the present time is from Eentucky, not
from West Virginia.

But we do have that vast potential.

The successful development of this
technology will give us usable coal re-
serves in greater degree. Underground
gasification can make available coal
seams which now are either too thick, in
many instances too dirty, in some in-
stances too wet or too deep to be satis-
factorily recovered with the mining
technologies that are currently in use.

We are attempting by this amend-
ment to raise the authorization for this
program to the level approved by the
House of Representatives.

This would enable an acceleration and
expansion of field tests on underground
coal gasification.

The fiscal year 1977 budget request
from the administration for under-
ground coal gasification is $8.236 mil-
Hon. This is a reduction from the $15
million requested by the Energy Re-
search and Development Administra-
tion from the Office of Management and
Budget. -

‘The fiscal year 1976 authorization, in-
cluding carry over funds from the previ-
ous year, was $7.5 million. These funds,
as well as transition quarter funds, will
be costed by the end of fiscal year 1976.
The $8.236 million budget request for
fiscal year 1977 represents a modest in-
crease in oblizgation authority. It does
not permit an expanded program, as
requested by the agency.

The amendment I offer raises the au-
thorization for this program to the level
authorized by the House of Representa-
tives. This would enable an acceleration
and expansion of field tests on under-
ground gasification.

These funds would be used for three
projects: first, the Longwall generator
or deviated well process being developed
by the Morgantown Energy Research
Center to gasify thin Eastern bitumi-
nous coals; second, the linked vertical
well process being developed by the Lar-
amie Energy Research Center in Wyo-
ming; and third, the packed bed process
being developed by the Lawrence Live-
more Laboratory in the Powder River
Basin, Wyo.

By authorizing, Mr. President, $15
million for this program in fiscal year
1977, we would assure the development
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of this technology could proceed at an
optimum rate. ERDA would be able to
effectively use that sum of money. We
would provide, a better balance with
similar programs on the surface gasi-
fication of coal.

This authorization level would permit
full evaluation of the environmental,
economic, and technical merits of the
technologies which I have mentioned.

I hope the amendment will have the
concurrence of the managers of the bill,

I ask unanimous consent that a table
outlining the proposed budget authorl-
zation in my amendment be printed at
this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

PROPOSED FUNDING (BA), IN ($000)

Avail-
able
fiscal

157

1,500
3&m

100

3,400
100
3,500

1,000
1,000

738
8,236

1,600
15,000

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia has made an
excellent case for in-situ gasification of
coal. There are many advantages to
burning coal underground and taking off
gas if this can be done efficiently. As we
all know, there are some deposits of coal
that cannot be reached economically,
and others that are located in such a way
as to make conventional mining very
difficult, if not impossible.

If there are ways to reach coal de-
posits of that character and fo burn
coal underground, taking off gas, then
this certainly represents a technology
that would enable us to more completely
and efficlently utilize our coal resources.

It is my understanding that the ERDA
request this year for the gasification of
or experimentation with in-situ gasifica-
tion was originally for $15 million. That
amount was reduced by OMB. The Sen-
ator, in his amendment, seeks to restore
the original request of $15 million.

I think he makes a good case. I am
personally prepared to accept his
amendment. I would only ask him one
question, and that relates to the action
taken by the Senate Tnterior Appropria-
tions Subcommittee yesterday in which
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the full amount of the authorization for
this purpose, as contained in the pend-
ing bill, was approved, that amount be-
ing $8,236,00

If we increase the authorization to $15
million it will be necessary for the Sen-
ate to secure the additional money by
way of appropriation either through a
supplemental appropriation bill or by an
amendment on the floor of the Senate
when the regular appropriation measure
comes before this body.

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I un-
derstand the situation, although I was
not apprised of the current action. But
we must give consideration to the envi-
ronmenial problems connected with the
production of coal. They are very, very
many. Here is an opportunity to give an
environmental thrust to coal gasification.

The amount of money is relatively
small, and the action of the House in
restoring the $15 million is an indication
of the other body’'s feeling about the ne-
cessity for this program.

I do not criticize the amount which has
been indicated, $8.236 mililon that was
referred to, but I would just hope that
we could move this to conference at the
figure adopted in the House.

I think the need is there. I hope that
we can accommodate this rather modest
but highly important effort.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia is so correct in
stating that we have a great need for ex-
perimental demonstration work to go
forward, if possible, in coal gasification.

The greatest shortage we have today is
in natural gas.

Mr, RANDOLFH. Correct.

Mr. FANNIN. If we can supplement
that in various areas of the country—
and the Senator is speaking about un-
derground coal work—this, of course,
compares with what is being done in
many other parts of the country. Out
West they are talking about a coal gasi-
fication plan costing as much as $1.2 bil-
lion.

The Senator from Arizona realizes that
the Senator from West Virginia does not
expect to build a coal gasification plant.
But, at the same time, the work is neces-
sary to carry these programs forward,
which may result in a great lowering of
the cost. That is his hope and this is
the desire, I know, of Congress—that
ERDA become more involved in the pro-
grams that can determine just what
should be done to develop the great
amount of natural gas that will be
needed.

I do commend the Senator from West
Virginia for this effort, and I certainly
support his amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr, President, I ap-
preciate the comments made with refer-
ence to the pending amendment.

I would like to add this particular
point: A few days ago constituents came
to me from West Virginia explaining that
there were some 14 employees now en-
gaged in the production of glass at
Weston, W. Va.

They have the opportunity to enlarge
that glass plant. But to do so they have to
have an added supply of natural gas.
That supply does not seem to be forth-
coming.
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For the moment, at least, it appears
that we will lose the employment of an
additional 100 glass workers at a plant
that is ready, or would be ready soon, to
go into production.

We have shortages, and we have the
opportunity through research and devel-
opment to bring in the substitutes.

Here is an excellent opportunity for a
$15 million investment that could po-
tentially triple the recoverable coal re-
sources of the United States of America.

It is an investment, I say to the Sena-

tor from Idaho; that is why I am really
bearing down on the need for it.
* Mr. CHURCH. I commend the Senator
for his initiative. The amendment is ac-
ceptable and I yield back the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. I shall not use my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree~
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from West Virginia.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO, 1854

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I call
amendment No. 1954 which is at the
desk,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr, RaN-
‘poLpH) proposes Amendment No. 1954,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 51, after line 18, add the following
new paragraph:

“(5) With respect to any demonstration
facility for the conversion of solid waste
(as that term is defined in the Solld Waste
Disposal Act, as amended), the Administra-
tor, prior to Issulng any guarantee under
this section, must be in receipt of a certifi-
‘eation from the Administrator of the En-
"yvironmental Protection Agency and any ap-
propriate State or areawide solld waste man-
agement planning agency that the proposed
application for a guarantee is consistent
with any applicable suggested guidelines
published pursuant to section 209(a) of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, and
any applicable State or regional solid waste
management plan.”.

On page 64, line 16, strike the period and
insert in lieu thereof a colon and the follow-
ing: “Provided, That project agreements en-
tered into pursuant to this section for any
commerclal demonstration facility for the
conversion or bloconversion of solld waste
(as that therm is defined In the Bolld Waste
Disposal Act, as amended) shall be adminis-
tered in accordance with the May 7, 1976,
‘Interagency Agreement between the Envi-
ronment Protection Agency and the Engergy
Research and Development Administration
on the Development of Energy from Solid
Wastes, and specifically, that in accordance
with this agreement, (1) for those energy-
related projects of mutual interest, planning
will be conducted jointly by the Environ-
ronment Protection Agency and the Energy
R-search and Development Administration,
following which project respomsibility will
be assigned to one agency; (2) energy-related
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portions of projects for recovery of syn-
thetic fuels or other forms of energy from
solid waste shall be the responsibility of the
Energy Research and Development Adminis-
tration; and (3) the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall retain responsibility for
the environmental, economic, and institu-
tional aspects of solid waste projects and for
assurance that such projects are consistent
with any applicable suggested guidelines
published pursuant to section 209(a) of the
Bolid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, and
any applicable State or regional solid waste
management plan.”.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, title
8 of 8. 3105 authorized a loan guarantee
program for the commercial demonstra-
tion of energy recovery from biomass.

This program would overlap similar
programs being conducted by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency pursuant
to the Solid Waste Disposal Act.

Following action by the Subcommittee
on Energy Research and Water Re-
sources on this provision on May 6, 1976,
I wrote Senator Jackson as chairman of
the Interior Committee expressing con-
cern for the overlap between these two
programs. I ask unanimous vonsent that
a copy of this letter appear at this point
in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. BENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON PoBLIC WORKS,
Washington, D.C., May 6, 1976.
Hon. Heney M. Jackson,
Chairman, Senate Interior Commiitee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Scoop: Under the Solld Waste Dis-
posal Act of 1965, as amended by the Resource
Recovery Act of 1970, the Congress author-
ized the Environmental Protection Agency to
assist States and local governments in the
development and impl 1tation of environ-
mentally sound solid waste management
practices. The 1970 Amendments also au-
thorized the EPA’s development and dem-
onstration of commercial technologies for re-
source and energy recovery as a part of com-~
prehensive solld waste management systems.
This statute expresses the intent of the Com-~
mittee on Public Works and the Congress
that decisions regarding the recovery of en-
ergy and materials from solid wastes be
rendered within the context of overall en-
vironmental protection policies and solid
waste management programs of Federal,
State, and local government agencies.

The Committee on Public. Works for the
last two years has been conducting over-
sight and legislative hearings on these Fed-
eral solid waste management programs. Mark-
up sessions of the Committee are scheduled
for next week in anticipation of reporting
8. 2150, the Solld Waste Utilization Act of
1976, in the immediate future. These amend-
ments to the Solid Waste Disposal Act of
1865 will reflect the Committee's concern, as
that of the Interior Committee, for energy
recovery from solid wastes; however, such
policies will be formulated so as to insure
the overall integrity of solid waste manage-
ment practices and resource recovery facili-
ties.

Therefore, I urge that your Committee re-
consider the proposal to establish similar
demonstration programs to those of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency within the
Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration, in particular loan guarantees. Such
an action would further diffuse Federal au-
thorities in this area at a time when clarifi-
cation of Federal policies is warranted.

This concern was reflected last year when
the Senate considered legislation providing
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the Fiscal Year 1976 authorization for the
Energy Research and Development Adminis-
tration (ERDA) an issue arose regarding their
urban waste conversion program and the need
for its coordination with similar programs of
the Environmental Protection Agency. The
House and Senate conferees required that
ERDA coordinate its programs in this area
with other government agencies, in particu-
lar, the Environmental Protection Agency.
(The basis for this requirement is outlined
in my Senate remarks of December 8, 1875,
which ineclude appropriate extracts from the
conference report.) An interagency agree-
ment consistent with the policles estab-
lished by the Congress in the Solld Waste
Disposal Act, as amended, and the 1975 con-
ference agreement is now being formulated
by the Office of Management and Budget.

Your favorable consideration of this re-
quest would be appreciated. I look forward to
working with you to assure that your Com-
mittee’'s concerns for emergy recovery from
solid wastes are appropriately reflected in the
actlon of the Committee on Public Works on
pending legislation.

With best regards, I am,

Truly,
JENNINGS RANDOLPH,
Chairman.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, for
the purpose of this loan guarantee pro-
gram the term “biomass” is defined as
animal waste, urban and industrial
waste, sewage sludge, and oceanic and
terrestrial crops. The committee report
on this measure, on page 191, states that:

The Committee intends that all the techni-
cal options (and their combinations), such
as prolysis, direct combustion, gasification,
and fermentation, might be used and that
any mixture of agricultural, forest, oceanic,
urban, industrial and other wastes may be
used for feed stocks,

To the extent that this definition over-
laps with the definition of “solid waste”
in the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965,
as amended, the proposed program over-
laps with programs of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency.

Section 203 of the 1965 act defines the
term “solid waste” to mean—

. « . garbage, refuse, and other discarded
solid materials, including solid waste mate-
rials resulting from industrial, commercial,
and agricultural operations, and from com-
munity activities, but does not "include
solids or dissolved material in domestic sew-
age or other significant pollutants in water
resources, such as silt, dissolved or suspended
solids in industrial waste water effluents,
dissolved materials in irrigation return flows
or other common water pollutants.

Mr. President, since 1965 the Commit-
tee on Public Works has been responsible
for the enactment of legislation to cope
with our country’s solid waste problems.
Subsequently, the Resource Recovery Act
of 1970 and the Solid Waste Utilization
Act of 1976, to be reported today by the
Committee on Public Works, expanded
this program with emphasis on compre-
hensive solid waste management. Partic-~
ular attention has been given to assur-
ing that efforts to recover resources and
energy from solid waste are formulated
consistent with an overall strategy for
comprehensive solid waste management
within an urban area or region.

Programs which only deal with sub-
components. such as Eenergy recovery, can
jeopardize the overall effectiveness of
solid waste management programs.

Mr. President, the amendment I offer
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recognizes this interrelationship. The
amendment would require the adminis-
tration of any loan guarantee pursuant
to the proposed section 17 consistent
with the May, 1976, “Interagency Agree-
ment Between the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the Energy Research
and Development Administration on the
Development of Energy from Solid
Waste.” Under this agreement the En-
ergy Research and Development Admin-
istrdtion is responsible for energy con-
cerns, while the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency is responsible for the en-
vironmental, economic, and institutional
aspects of new projects extended pur-
suant to this provision.

The amendment provides that the in-
teragency agreement would apply to any
facility relying on the conversion of
solid wastes as that term is defined in the
Solid Waste Disposal Act. To the extent
that the term “biomass” as used in sec-
tion 17 is broader than the definition of
“solid waste,” the interagency agreement
would not apply.

For example, where the project in-
volves the conversion of agricultural
crops to produce commercial scale syn~
thetic fuel or other forms of energy, a
loan guarantee pursuant to Section 17
would not be subject to the interagency
agreement.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the interagency
agreement appear at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the agree-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE EN-
VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE
ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AD-
MINISTRATION ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF EN-
ERGY FROM SoLID WASTE

A. INTRODUCTION

This document is an agreement between
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and the Energy Research and Development
Administration (ERDA) on the subject of
pro]ect-s in the area of the conversion of en-
ergy from solid waste. It is intended to sup-
plement and detail a broader Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) between EPA and
ERDA providing coverage and guldance in
all areas of joint interest between the two
agencies. That MOU is now being drafted
and on its adoption will provide additional
guidance and agreement in other program
areas and in broader administrative and pro-
curement matters.

B. PRINCIPLES

1. As used herein, the term “solid waste" is
intended to include (a) municipal waste,
both solid and ligquid, (b) sewage, and (c)
Iindustrial wastes.

2. It is understood that EPA has a mission
to ameliorate the adverse environmental im-
pacts of solld waste, as well as to recover use-
ful products from solid waste. As such,
EPA's interest extends to the collection as
well as to the recycling, use and disposal of
solid waste and to the characterization and
control of pollutants that may arise from
solid waste.

3. It is understood that ERDA has a mis-
sion to assist in the development of new
energy sources, including solid waste. In per-
forming this mission, ERDA establishes pri-
orities for Federal development efforts for
a wide range of energy technology develop-
ments, of which energy recovery from solid
waste Is only one.
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4. Tt is understood that EPA has developed
a substantial solid waste program, which in-
cludes the focal point of Federal expertise,
strong technical skills, established institu-
tional arrangements with state and local gov-
ernments, and disposal technologies that
produce energy. ERDA also has strong tech-
nical gkills that may be useful in the develop-
ment of such technologies, but does not have
a large program in solld waste as such nor
established institutional arrangements with
state and local governments.

5. EPA and ERDA agree, on the basis of the
foregoing understanding, that:

a. It is in the interest of both agencies to
maintain EPA's solid waste management ca-
pability at a high level. To this end, ERDA
does not intend to duplicate EPA’s capability.
ERDA’s primary Interest in this field is to
those activities that relate to the research
and development of new technology for the
production of energy from solid waste.

b. It is in their interests to draw on the
technical competence of each.

c. Their missions and programs are not co-
extensive, nor should they be. For example,
EPA is concerned about solid waste collec-
tion and characterization, treatment, dis-
posal, and reuse. Similarly, ERDA’s energy
mission may lead to priorities on disposal
projects different from those that EPA's mis-
sion may dictate.

d. Effective cooperation in energy drom
solid waste depends, therefore, on: (1) iden-
titying projects in which the agencies share
an Interest, (2) agreeing on mutually sup-
portive actions to execute such projects, con-
sistent with the priorities dictated by each
agency’s missions, and (3) ensuring that
projects of potential mutual interest are not
unilaterally initiated by either agency but
instead proceed only after adequate con-
sultation.

¢. PROCEDURE

1. The agencies agree to establish a steer-
ing group chaired by one Assistant Adminis-
trator from each agency and a program-level
working committee. The working committee
shall take action in accordance with the
agreements herein, subject to the review and
approval of the steering group.

2. As an early and priority item, agreement
will be reached on a common data base re-
lating to solid waste sources, availability,
convertibility to energy, etec., by location and
time period.

3. As an early and priority item, agreement
will be reached on the availability, potential,
and priority of various applicable energy-
from-solid-waste technologies to support the
objectives of each agency.

4. The material of items 2 and 3 will be
documented and subsequently used to agree
on specific energy-related projects of mutual
interest. (Such projects will typically in-
volve pilot plant, demonstration, and com-
mercialization activities and their assoclated
environmental activities.) For those energy-
related projects of mutual interest, planning
will be conducted jointly, following which
project responsibility will be assigned to one
agency.

5. The joint planning for such a project
will be accomplished by the working com-
mittee and will include establishment of
scope, objectives, level of effort, and items
of special interest to each agency. While
overall responsibility for a particular proj-
ect will rest with one agency, it shall be
generally understood that ERDA will be re-
sponsible for input and evaluation of the
energy-research-related portion of the proj-
ect and EPA for the input and evaluation of
the economic, institutional, administrative,
and environmentally related portions of the
project (including solid waste disposal).

6. It 1s ERDA’s policy to encourage existing
programs in other agencies that can help
meet Federal energy RD&D objectives. Ac-
cordingly, mew project responsibility will
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generally rest with EPA although it is recog-
nized that circumstances may justify infre-
quent exceptions to this policy. The agency
assigned the responsibility shall name the
project manager who will thereafter plan
and manage the project to meet the ob-
jectives described in the jointly approved
plan,

7. Leadership and direction related to on-
going or existing projects shall remain with
the agency having responsibility at the time
this Interagency Agreement becomes effec-
tlve. The agencies will review the existing
projects, however, to determine whether any
minor modifications in them might be ap-
propriate and desirable. The provisions of 5,
above, shall apply to such projects to the
extent practical.

8. The working committee shall meet as
frequently as necessary to undertake or mon-
itor the progress of efforts under 3, 4 and 5
above and to take appropriate action on
ongoing projects related to 7 above. Other
aspects of each agency's programs will also
be reviewed at these meetings, both to in-
form each agency of the other's activity and
to eliminate any needless duplication in
related activity (e.g., studies, laboratory or
bench scale experiments).

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, in
those instances where the interagency
agreement applies, the application must
be certified by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency as consistent with appli-
cable guidelines issued pursuant to the
Solid Waste Disposal Act, before a loan
guarantee can be awarded for a com-
mercial demonstration facility relying on
solid waste. The effect of this require-
ment would be to conform this program
to similar conditions for receipt of finan-
cial assistance pursuant to the Solid

~ Waste Disposal Act.

Before a loan guarantee can be ap-
proved the application also must be cer-
tified by the appropriate State or region-
al planning agency as consistent with any
applicable solid waste management plan
adopted for the affected area. This would
assure that the project would contribute
to the implementation of any applicable
plan and would not jeopardize the effec-
tiveness of any solid waste management
programs.

To the extent that applicable guide-
lines or an applicable plan does not exist,
this certification would not be required.

Mr. President, the effect of this
amendment is to assure that the pro-
grams of the Environmental Protection
Agency and those of the Energy Research
and Development Administration for the
commercial demonstration of energy re-
covery from solid waste are administered
consistent with national policies on solid
waste management. Ths amendment is
offered on behalf of the Committee on
Public Works and I urge its approval.

Mr. President, I have no further com-
ment on the amendment,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the Solid
Waste Disposal Act of 1965 authorizes
the Environmental Protection Agency to
assist States and local governments in
the development and implementation of
environmentally sound solid waste man-
agement practices. EPA also has author-
ity to develop and demonstrate com-
mercial technologies for resource and
energy recovery as a part of comprehen-
sive solid waste management systems.
Therefore, the Committee on Public
Works has a great interest in the $900
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million loan guarantee program for con-
verting urban waste and biomass to en-
ergy, which is contained in this bill.

ERDA, as specifically mandated by the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research
and Development Act, also is required fo
conduct a research, development, and
demonstration program to convert urban
waste to energy.

It is appropriate, in light of the respon-
sibilities assigned to ERDA in develop-
ing energy options and to EPA in devel-
oping environmentally sound solid waste
management practices, that this loan
guarantee program to use urban waste
be in conformance with guidelines al-
ready developed under the Solid Waste
Disposal Act and in compliance with any
applicable State or regional solid waste
management plan.

I understand this to be the objective of
the Senator’s amendment. I have no ob-
jection to it. I believe it adds to the bill
and will help provide for a larger meas-
ure of coordination between these two
agencies.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I ap-
preciate what has been said by the able
Senator.

We recall that farm products can be
used for the development of energy. We
did that back in 1944 under the Syn-
thetic Liguid Fuel Act. .

Alcohol has been produced from grain
products.

The effect of the amendment is to as-
sure the programs of the two agencies
are not in opposition with each other, but
are coordinated from the standpoint of
commercial demonstration of energy re-
covery from solid waste, with the na-
tional policy set forth in the Solid Waste
Disposal Act.

So I offer this amendment on behalf
of the Members of the Senate Public
Works Committee.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, it is the
Senator from Arizona’s feeling that this
will be very valuable in the proper ad-
ministration of the programs that are
so essential.

The energy agreement between the
Environmental Protection Agency and
ERDA on development of energy and
solid waste and, specifically, in accord-
ance with this agreement, I think is very
essential. We need a central repository
for all the information regarding energy,
and ERDA has this responsibility. I hope
that they will coordinate their efforts
with all the agencies.

Certainly, it is highly essential that
they work hand and glove with the EPA
in the biomass program,

The Senator feels it is very valuable
to have this legislation to assist in that.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr, President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1827

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I have
an amendment numbered 1827 at the

desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be stated.
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The second assistant legisiative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 69, line 3, insert the following new
new title:

TITLE VI—ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
FOR COMMERCIAL DEMONSTRATION
BEc. 601. (a) The first sentence of subsec-

tion '102(d) of the Energy Reorganization

Act of 1974 1s amended by deleting the words

“six Assistant Administrators” and inserting

in lieu thereof “seven Assilstant Administra-

tors”, and adding after “fossil energy,” the

words “another for commercial demonstra-
tion™.

(b) The first sentence of subsection 102(1)
of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1074 is
amended by deleting the word “eight” and
inserting in leu thereof “nine”.

(c) Bubchapter II (Executive Schedule
pay rates) of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended as follows: para-
graph (100) of sectlon 53156 "Assistant Ad-
ministrators, Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration (8)" iz amended by
deleting “(6)" and inserting in lleu thereof
“(7)"; paragraph (135) of section 5316 “Ad-
ditional Officers, Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration (8)" is amended
by deleting “(8) " and Inserting in leu there-
of “(9)."

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this
amendment would amend the Energy
Reorganization Act of 1974 to add one—
I emphasize, one new assistant admin-
istrator for commercial demonstration.
That person would be appointed by the
President, by and with the consent of the
Senate,

The new assistant administrator would
be at the Executive Level IV, His deputy
would be at Executive Level V.

This amendment would insure that
there would be present within ERDA
individuals directly responsible to the
Congress for the $900 million loan guar-
antee program, in the pending bill, for
solid waste conversion. It is authorized
in the measure now before us.

At a later date as new programs on
commercial demonstration of energy
technology are considered these officials
will have the responsibility to imple-
ment what is done here in the Congress.

Such a $900 million activity needs to
be directed by officials, not only responsi-
ble to the executive branch, but to the
Congress, as well.

This amendment I have offered
achieves that objective.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, up un-
til now the ERDA agency has not en-
gaged in the commercialization of new
techniques that may be developed in the
course of the research and development
program underway.

But this bill does contain a $900 mil-
lion loan program that would permit that
commericalization to commence, partic-
ularly, as it relates to the use of munici-
pal waste and other forms of biomass
for energy purposes.

So I think that now is the time to
recognize that the agency ought to have
an officer of appropriate rank to over-
see the commercialization program as
it gets underway.
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It will be a program that will grow
very rapidly. Therefore, it is entirely ap-
propriate that it be directed by the ad-
ministrator within ERDA. This was
originally contemplated. It was intended
to come at the appropriate moment.

It seems to me the Senator has made
the right point. The beginning of that
program is now at hand. The bill con-
templates that such a8 commercializa-
tion program shall commence this com-
ing year. Therefore, I am in accord with
the Senator’s position that the time has
come for an assistant administrator’s
post to be filled, subject to the confirma-
tion of the Senate, because this will be
work of great importance and great
magnitude.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am very apprecia-
tive of the response by the Senator from
Idaho. I feel that in no sense are we add-
ing to the so-called bureaucracy. This is
not just another position, another per-
son who is being employed. We are
simply assuring that the program is
managed by those who think in terms of
the promotion of commercial programs.
The duplication that now exists will be-
come greater each year without this
centralization. This, as the Senator from
Idaho has said, seems to be a starting
time. That is why I am very appreciative
of the approval of the Senator.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arizona does support the
program. He realizes the tremendous
need for proper commercial demonstra-
tion units to carry forward the energy
achievements that we hope will be forth-
coming in the loan program, as
We look forward to having some of i‘.he
specific programs, such as the one that
has been discussed, the biomass program.
All of these, I believe, will assist in mak-
ing progress in our goal to utilize every
source available for energy development.
At that time, an administrator would be
very much needed. The Senator from
Arizona does not have any objection to
the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, T yield
back the remainder of my time,

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

UP AMENDMENT NO, 109

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I have
an amendment which I send to the
desk and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr.

RANDOLPH) pmposes an unprinted amend-
ment numbered 108

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, I want
to be very cognizant of the interest of
certain Senators in the matter of loan
guarantees, therefore I am going to ask
that the amendment be read.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

On page 61, line 23, insert the following:
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“provided, however, That the Administra-
tor may request an authorization pursuant
to this section, including a change in the
limit in subsection (b) (1) of this section
on the outstanding indebtedness guaranteed
under this section, for the commercial scale
demonstration of new energy technologies to
achieve the purposes of this Act.”.

On page 49, line 20, after the word “guar-
antee” put a period and strike the remainder
of line 20 and line 21.

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I had
given careful thought to the offering of
the Synthetic Liquid Fuels Act of 1976
as an amendment in connection with
this measure. I am inclined to offer it, but
I am conscious of the concern of some
colleagues for I believe the amendment
would receive the approval of the Senate,
but I am trying to be cooperative. At this
time, a similar bill is moving through the
House of Representatives. I believe we
could have hearings in the Senate and
take up the matter later this year.

I want to remind my colleagues that
on July 31, 1975, on a rollcall vote, this
Senate passed the Synthetic Liquid Fuels
Act by a vote of 92 for and only 2 against.

On December 17, 1975, the conference
report was adopted here in the Senate
by a vote of 80 for and only 10 against.

So I know there is a strong support
for such a program.

Mr. President, in February 1975, the ad
hoec committee, chaired by Senafor
PasTorg, recommended, through the Sen-
ate Democratic Conference, in its con-
gressional program of economic recovery
and energy sufficiency that:

A commercial demonstration of new syn-
thetic fuels from coal should be undertaken

with an ultimate production goal by 1985
reaching the equivalent of 500,000 barrels of
oil per day.

That was the action of the Democratic
Conference.

In my judgment this program is the
single most important action that can
be taken by the Federal Government to
expedite the commercial development of
a domestic synthetic fuels industry.

If synthetic fuels are to contribute to
the U.S. energy supplies during the next
decade, the Congress must act now and
provide direction to the future course of
national energy policy. This, I repeat, is
the single most important action that
can be taken by the 94th Congress to
foster energy independence.

On August 11, 1975, I asked the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to review the stat-
us of the coal conversion program of the
Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration. The GAO was requested to
evaluate the economic and other con-
straints to the development and com-
mercialization of coal gasification and
liquefaction. The GAO determined that:

It appears highly unlikely that any com-
mercial-size coal liquefaction plant will be
operating in the United States by 1985.

In addition, the GAO found the June
1975 estimates in ERDA's “National Plan
For Energy Research, Development, and
Demonstration” for the—

Energy contributions from coal liquefac-
tion and gasification (in 1985) have been
dramatically reduced during the past year.

More importantly the GAO believes
that—
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Even the revised gasification estimate (by
ERDA) could be difficult to achieve.

The June 1975 ERDA plan had proj-
ected a contribution of 25 million bar-
rels of oil per day by 1985 from first gen-
eration coal liquefaction processes. How-
ever, the GAO indicated that ERDA’s re-
vised estimate “no longer projects a pro-
jeets a production goal from liquefaction
processes by 1985." Instead the GAO
found that “there does not appear to be
any serious consideration being given—
by ERDA—fo buillding a commercial
scale coal liquefaction plant in the
United States using an existing—first
generation—coal conversion process.”

Similarly, while the June 19756 ERDA
plan projected the equivalent of one-half
to 11 million barrels per day of oil from
first generation gasification processes by
1985 the GAO found that ERDA's revised
estimates “project the equivalent of 250,-
000 to 500,000 barrels of oil a day from
coal gasification processes.” As men-
tioned, the “GAO believes that even the
revised gasification estimate could be
difficult to achieve.”

Noting that the Sunfuels Interagency
Task Force recommended that the Fed-
eral Government provide loan guarantees
for initial coal gasification projects, in
the GAO's opinion:

The views expressed by regulatory agencies
indicate that regulatory changes or Federal
subsidies might be needed in addition to loan
guarantees,

While 16 coal gasification projects have
been announced, only 3 progressed to
the point of applying for the required
Federal Power Commission approval. The
primary obstacle to operating coal gasi-
fication and liguefaction plants commer-
cially in the United States has been the
availability of less expensive natural gas
and oil.

Other economic constraints include
the large capital requirements, the ques-
tionable ability to obtain private sector
financing, and cost escalation. Other
considerations embrace environmental
uncertainties and the necessity for large
amounts of water.

I commend this report as a well-rea-
soned review of the deficiencies in Fed-
eral leadership and programs on the
coal research, development, and com-
mercial demonstration technologies nec-
essary for the promotion of greater en-
ergy independence.

This investigation substantiates the
need for the Senate to address the en-
ergy crisis which this Nation faces now
and in the immediate future, by commer-
cializing known coal gasification and
liquefaction processes in the United
States.

The proposed program does not com-
mit the Federal Government to creation
of a synthetic fuels industry. Rather, it is
designed to encourage the early con-
struction of a few prototype facilities to
demonstrate the potential of new tech-
nologies, The experience of building
these plants will facilitate responsible
decisions for synthetic fuels development
in the future.

The principal constraint to deploy-
ment of presently known technologies is
the availability of sufficient capital at
reasonable interest rates. Thus if syn-
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thetic fuels are to be developed in this
decade, the Federal Government must
encourage the commercialization of
first-generation technologies.

I take this opportunity to acknowledge
the leadership of my colleague in the
other body, Representative OLIN TEAGUE.
He is the chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. His
committee is actively working toward the
enactment of the Synthetic Liquid Fuels
Act. Hopefully it will be passed in the
other body within the next 2 or 3 weeks.

The House measure, and the compan-
ion measure which I introduced, with the
support of many, many Senators, Senate
2869, would provide the necessary loan
guarantee authority for the commercial-
ization of existing coal gasification and
liquefaction technologies at this erucial
time.

Having said that, and believing in what
we have done on two oceasions in votes in
the Senate, and in the action of the Dem-
ocratic Conference, I come to the point
at this time, in conneetion with the pend-
ing bill, when I have sent to the desk an
alternative amendment. This amend-
ment would authorize ERDA to request
authorizations for loan guarantees as
part of its annual authorization request.
Each loan guarantee would be individ-
ually reviewed by the respective juris-
dictional or authorizing committees of
the Senate and of the House. Meanwhile,
in the Senate we can proceed, as I have
indicated, with consideration of the
broader program, which I have discussed
and which is pending in the Senate as
contained in the Synthetic Fuels Act of
1976.

I have no further comment to make at
this time, Mr. President. I will be grati-
fied to enter into any collquy or respond

. to any question. It is because I have dis-

cussed this matter with other Senators,
and relied on the counsel of the able Sen-
ator from Idaho, that I do not offer the
broader act at this time.

The Synthetic Fuels Act will someday
come to pass. It will pass in the House,
and it will pass in the Senate, and it will
become law, and the necessary funding
will be appropriated to carry it forward.

I remind my colleagues today that in
1944, the Congress of the United States
passed a Synthetic Liguid Fuels Act,
authored at that time by Senator
O’'Mahoney of Wyoming and the Senator
from West Virginia now speaking.

What happened? We moved in with an
8-year program for the construction and
operation of demonstration plants to
produce synthetic fuels from coal, oil
shale, agricultural, forestry products,
and other substances in order to conserve
and increase the oil resources of the
United States.

Since those fateful years of World War
II, and the earliest inception of the Ran-
dolph-O'Mahoney legislation, I have felt
that the United States must have the
capability to produce synthetic liquid
fuels as well as pipeline quality gas from
coal.

I do not wish to rehash the history of
yesteryear, but I do wish to indicate that
I believe this an integral and very impor-
tant part of what we must do.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, the bill
contains a $900 million loan guarantee
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program for developing energy from
municipal wastes and biomass.

As I understand the Senator’s amend-
ment, it seeks to accomplish two things.
First, it authorizes the Administrator of
ERDA to request that this loan program
might be expanded next year to use such
basic fuels as coal and oil shale for the
same purpose, expanding upon the initial
program that is limited to the use of
municipal wastes and biomass material.
Is that correct?

Mr, RANDOLPH. That is correct.

Mr. CHURCH. And the final decision
would still rest with the Congress?

Mr. RANDOLPH. With the Congress.

Mr. CHURCH. To act upon any request
the Administrator might have?

Mr, RANDOLPH. Through the com-
mittees with jurisdiction.

Mr. CHURCH. The second limifation
contained in the present provision is the
$900 million authorization. Should the
Administrator request that the level of
the program be expanded next year, it
still would be necessary to secure an ad-
ditional authorization to accommodate
the broader program, and that, too,
would have to be acted upon in the
normal course by Congress?

Mr. RANDOLPH. The Senator is cor-
rect. It would be on a project-by-project
basis; ERDA would make the requests for
loan guarantees in each particular in-
stance as a part of its annual appropria-
tion requests.

Mr. CHURCH. One final question.
There is nothing in the Senator's amend-
ment as it is now drawn that would act
to deprive the authorizing committees of
their appropriate jurisdiction with re-

spect to both questions?
Mr. . Nothing at all.
Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator.

That being the understanding, Mr.
President, I have no objection to the
amendment.

Mr. RANDOLPH. And I should add,
nor the appropriations subcommittees,

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, of course.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr, President, the Sena-
tor from Arizona is fully in accord with
loan guarantee programs. I supported
the loan guarantee program that we had
last year. The Senate approved a $6 bil-
lion program, and the House of Repre-
sentatives did not approve it, which was
a great disappointment to this Senator.

The only question I have in approach-
ing the handling of this matter is to ask
the Senator from West Virginia whether
or not this would interfere with the pro-
gram that I understand is underway, in
the House of Representatives. The House
is considering a synthetic fuels loan
guarantee bill, and I understand there
is some objection to some parts that have
not been clarified. Representative Brox-
u1LL, Representative BArRRY GGOLDWATER,
Jr., and Representative Rowcario did
send out this “Dear Colleague” letter in-
dicating strong interest in certain provi-
sions.

Does the Senator feel that what he is
doing will in any way interfere with the
action that they are taking in the House,
or that they would have any objection to
the action we have taken, in considera-
tion of their loan guarantee program
bill?
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Mr. RANDOLPH. No, I say to the Sen-
ator, they are looking into the social, eco-
nomic, and environmental aspects. They
are considering it in a broader context
than I am attempting to with this
amendment.

Mr. FANNIN. The letter does indicate
that they are going into investigation of
quite a few different activities, as may be
feasible.

I hope the House of Representatives
will act on loan guarantee programs,
feeling that such legislation would be al-
most immediately approved in the Sen-
ate if it is a reasonable and practicable
loan guarantee program. But the ques-
tion I had was only from the standpoint
of whether or not the action of the Sen-
ator from West Virginia would have any
effect on the action that may be taken
in the House of Representatives.

Mr. RANDOLFH. The House action,
would come after the budget resolution,
and therefore would have no impact in
fiscal 1977.

Mr. FANNIN. No, this year that would
no doubt be correct. I thank the Sena-
tor. :

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, I
have some questions and observations
about an amendment which I consider to
be extremely important to the measure
before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
TarT). Who yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Colorado speak in favor of
or against the amendment?

Mr. GARY HART. Against.

Mr. CHURCH. How much time does
the Senator require?

Mr. GARY HART, Perhaps 15 minutes.
I wish fo engage in a colloquy with the
sponsor of the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. I yleld the Senator 15
minutes for that purpose.

Mr. GARY HART, I thank the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

First, Mr. President, I wish to add my
support for the direction in which the
Senator from West Virginia has pro-
ceeded, and to comment, as a relative
newcomer to the body, that he has taken
the lead in an area that has needed lead-
ership for many years. I think the record
of his accomplishments in this area
should not go unnoticed, nor are those
of us who oppose this measure ungrateful
for his efforts to educate Congress and
the people of this country. The position
I take on this amendment does not re-
flect in any way on the leadership the
Senator from West Virginia has demon-
strated and continues to demonstrate in
a wide new area of energy development.

That does not mean, however, that this
specific approach should be considered
as the only approach to solving this
country’s energy demands.

If the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Public Works will agree,
I would like to ask two or three questions,
before I continue my remarks so as to
provide some information about how this
program would work.

First of all, could the chairman discuss
the exact authorization or appropriation
steps that would be taken for a project
under this amendment? I direct this

(M.
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q}l:ietion to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia,

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am sorry; I thought
the Senator was addressing the Chalr.

Yes. At the time of this amendment we
are not authorizing obligations for loan
guarantees. As the Senator knows, there
is $900 million in loan guarantees au-
thorized in the pending bill, but it goes
only to a certain limited usage.

I believe the program should be very
much broadened and that is the reason
for the constant thrust of the synthetic
liquid fuels program.

Only energy recovery from biomass,
that is the agricultural term, and from
solid waste is involved.

The amendment would enable ERDA
to request loan guarantees on a project-
by-project basis. This would be done as
& part of the annual authorization
request.

That request would then be reviewed
by the committees that have jurisdiction
and would have to have the approval of
the Senate and of the House of Repre-
sentatives. Each proposed project would
be individually studied and would re-
quire a line item authorization and an
appropriation.

I believe that responds to the certainly
valid request made of me In reference to
the pending amendment.

Mr, GARY HART. I thank the Senator.
If I may continue along that line: What
would be the situation, if projects ex-
ceeding the $900 million total, received
committee authorization and appropria-
tions? Does the amendment contemplate
& ceiling on the total number of projects
which could be approved; how does that
work?

Mr. RANDOLPH, It would naturally
require that the committee raise the
amount and the committee’s action would
have to be approved in the Senate.

Mr. GARY HART. And the provision in
the law now would have to be amended
EVery year.

Mr. RANDOLPH. On an annual basis.

Mr. GARY HART. On an annual basis.

Mr. RANDOLPH. That is correct.

Mr. GARY HART. And in discussion
with the Senator from Idaho, the Sena-
tor from West Virginia has indicated that
by using the phrase “new energy tech-
nologies” this could be almost anything;
is that right?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Within the basic
charter of ERDA in the Federal Non-
nuclear Research and Development Pol-
icy Act.

Mr. GARY HART. Anything within
ERDA’s charter.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Anything within that
province of that Agency.

I have not always supported my col-
league who says he is relatively new in
this body. I like the way he addresses
himself to these subjects. I have sup-
porfed him in reference to s lar energy
because I am a strong believer that we
must strike out in many areas in connec-
tion with the energy self-sufficiency. We
must do this as quickly as possible with-
in this country, rather than continue to
depend for fuels and energy on overseas,
undependable sources. This theme needs
to be underscored.
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Mr. GARY HART. I thank the Senator
from West Virginia for making those re-
marks because I think he and I do agree
on this. I think every Member of this
body does. As I said earlier, I do not think
it is a question of whether we should
develop synthetic fuels and new energy
sources but how that should be done. So
I thank the Senator for his comments on
my question.

Mr. President, at this point I have a
couple of remarks which are extremely
important.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, GARY HART. 1 yield.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas
and nays on final passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish the yeas and nays on the
House bill, the Chair would inquire?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, on the House
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, they will be transferred.

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, while
we have Members here I ask for the yeas
and nays on this amendment. I may
choose to withdraw them. I wish to ask
for them now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GARY HART. I thank our col-

leagues.

Mr. President, in connection with the
Joan guarantee concept of funding new
energy supplies, let me refer to a recent
editorial in the Wall Street Journal.

I hesitate to use the language em-
ployed in the caption of that editorial
in the Chamber but I will anyway since
it is a distinguished journal, The edi-
torial is entitled “Burp Jr.”

This is a reference to an earlier edi-
torial by the same periodical entitled
“Burp.” That phrase was used with re-
gard to the $6 billion loan guarantee
program \vh.tch came to this Chamber
last fall, passed overwhelmingly, and
subsequently met defeat in the House of
Representatives by a vote of 263 to 140.

The Wall Street Journal is exercised
about the whole loan guarantee concept
because, as we all know, that periodical
has been a constant defender of the free
enterprise system, What the editors of
the Wall Street Journal fear is increased
Government inyvolvement in and domi-
nation of the marketplace.

With the consent of our colleagues,
I ask unanimous consent to print this
editorial in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Burpr Jr.

Last December, when Newsweek carried a
picture on its cover of a bloated Uncle Sam,
we editorialized on how he gets that way. At
the time, the House of Representatives was
considering a $6 billlon government boon-
doggle to develop synthetic fuels, a bill the
Benate had already gobbled 80 to 10 with
almost no debate.
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Supporters and opponents of the plan in-
formed us that our editorial, entitled “Burp,”
actually influenced the outcome of the House
vote, which rejected the Synfuel scheme by
263 to 140. Since then, a steady parade of
Synfuel supporters has marched through our
offices trying to persuade us to change our
mind. And the Ford administration is still
trying to slip it through the House, possibly
next week.

The original $6 billion proposed was really
only an hors d'ceuvre in the $100 billlon
banguet of loan guarantees, grants and price
supports proposed by Vice President Rocke-
feller in his Energy Independence Authority.
Even a Rockefeller knows that Uncle Sam
can’t digest $100 billion in one sitting, but
bitesize mouthfuls of $6 billion can add up
to an equivalent meal.

Now, the bill that has cleared the House
Sclence and Technology Committee offers
such illusions of economy by glving the En-
ergy Research and Development Administra-
tion a tasty $4 billion in loan guarantees.
But ERDA testimony leaves absolutely no
doubt that this is an open-ended scheme
which, once begun, would hit the Rockefeller
target of £100 billion over several years.

The arguments advanced on behalf of
spending these colossal amounts of money
have not improved in six months. The public
hnaﬁod«a!opsynmme!s we're told,
because the sector
uneconomic.

shale-oll refineries as long as they look like
surefire money losers. In order to move to-
ward energy “independence,” the government
has to take the commercial risks.

For roughly $11.1 billion in loan guaran-

1985. Bince we now import seven million bar-
rels & day, a number that will rise consider-
ably by 1985, 1t certainly doesn’t seem the
nation would be getting much insurance for

imported
the $6 to $12 that seems likely, a program to
yield one million barrels a day would cost
#1.8 billion a year in price subsidies. A stock-
plle of 3656 million barrels would asllow an
tion rate during a one-
year at far less cost. This
of the national security argument, which is
the only one the Synfuel advocates offer that
makes any sense at all,
Once it 1s admitted that the private sector
can't justify an investment in a commercial
enterprise, it has to be conceded that the

to believe that a bureaucrat is better able to
spot a profit opportunity than is a business-
man

As doctrinaire as we are on this point,
we've always conceded that there is room for
government support of pure research and
development. But the taxpayers are already
coughing up roughly £500 million a year for
ERDA grants of this nature, that is, for
exotic technology currently beyond commer-
cial development. But in the current bill
Congress is being asked to finance existing,
uneconomic BSynfuel technology. Once the
government gets involved in directly allocat-
ing capital to energy, a long line of capital-
starved Industries will be close behind.

The House acted admirably in December
when it refused to swallow the first 6 billion
morgel of the Rockefeller scheme. If and
when it spurns the $4 billion tidbit now
being offered, perhaps the administration
will get the message and stop coming back
for more. Our overwelght Uncle Sam is sup-
posed to be dieting.
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Mr. GARY HART. In connection with
this I would like to quote a couple of
relevant paragraphs that I think are ex-
tremely important.

First of all, the coloriul title of the
editorial comes from their reference to
the cover of a December issue of News-
week portraying a bloated Uncle Sam,
handing out money hand over fist. They
call the $6 billion lean guarantee pro-
gram & boondoggle to develop synthetic
fuels. They continue:

The original $6 billion proposal was really
only an hors d'ceuvre in the $100 billion
banquet of loan guarantees, grants and price
supports proposed by Vice Fresident Rocke-
feller in his Energy Independence Authority.
Even a Rockefeller knows that Uncle Sam
can't digest $100 billion in ome sitting, but
bitesize mouthfuls of $6 billion can add up
to an equivalent meal,

What this editorial objecls to is the
crucial element of loan guarantees in this
amendment even though the amendment
does not represent the specified amounts
of the $6 billion program. First of all, it
points out that for roughly $11.1 billion
in loan guarantees, grants, and price
supports, ERDA has indicated that the
United States could be producing 350,000
barrels a day in synthetic fuels by 1985.

Since we now import T million barrels
a day of overseas oil, a number that will
rise considerably by 1985, it certainly
does not seem that the country will be
getting much in the way of insurance for
an investment of over $11 billion. And
this is the calculation of what it will take
to produce a third of a million barrels
of oil a day by 1985.

The Journal continues to point out:

Once it is admitted that the private sec-
tor can't justify an investment in a commer-
cial enterprise, it has to be conceded that
the economic costs outweigh the economic
benefits. Otherwise, the Government is ask-
ing us to belleve that a bureaucrat is better
able to spot a profit opportunity than is a
businessman.

The point here is obvious. If there were
commercial benefits to be made and
profits to be gained in synthetic fuels,
private industry and private enterprise
would be involved in this effort. The fact
that they have come to the Federal Gov-
ernment for a guarantee of loans indi-
cates that it is not presently economically
feasible.

‘The objection of the Wall Street Jour-
nal and the objection of the Senator
from Colorado is that once we get the
Government in this market it is a camel’s
nose under the tent. Pretty soon the
whole camel is there, not only in the
sense that the Government will eventu-
ally be required to provide price subsi-
dies, once these plants are developed and
producing fuel which is not commer-
cially competitive, but then there will be
other Government guarantees necessary
to prop up the indusiry.

So we may be talking about $900 mil-
lion today, and the distinguished author
of this amendment has indicated that
that can go higher and higher and high-
er, depending upon the request of the ad-
ministration and the willingness of the
congressional committees to acceed, but
there will be further demands as long as
synthetic fuels produced by these pro-
Jects are not commercially competitive.
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This will come in the form of price sup-
ports, subsidies, other guarantees, grant
money, and all kind of other Federal
funding to propup the industry.

That is why I think this amendment is
so extremely important. It is the first step
in a long road of Government involve-
ment in that industry. We hear a lot in
the Chamber about Government involve-
ment in private business, not particularly
when the Government is handing out
money but when the Government begins
to ask something in return for the money
that it does hand out. I, for one, am not
willing to put forward more taxpayers’
money without attaching substantial
conditions on the way that money is go-
ing to be spent. Business wants Federal
Government support. That is what this
amendment is all about. Business does
not want the Government to tell it how
to spend that money. But we have an ob-
ligation, if we are going to spend the tax-
payers' dollars, to state how that money
should be spent, People who are con-
cerned about Government involvement
in the private free enterprise system bet-
ter take a hard look at this amendment.
It looks smaller than the $6 billion pro-
gram; it looks a whole lot smaller than
the Vice President’s $100 billion program.

What we are talking about is one of
several very important steps that are go-
ing to involve the Federal Government,
ERDA, the Treasury Department, the
Senate, the House of Representatives,
and the entire Federal Government in
the energy marketplace. There are alter-
native ways to do this. The distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Public
Works has taken the lead in many of
these areas.

We are putting out hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year in research and
development to make some of these new
energy supplies commercially competi-
tive. If we leapfrog the appropriate Gov-
ernment role of making the breakthrough
in research and development and, in-
stead, take the course of providing a
massive infusion of Federal dollars into
an otherwise private free enterprise
market, we are going to develop a type of
mixed economy that is detrimental to the
long-range interests of this country.

Senators who vote on this amendment
should understand what they are up
against. It is not a simple step to en-
courage new synthetic fuel development.
It is a good-faith effort by the Senator
from West Virginia to encourage a pro-
gram that must be continued. But I think
we are straying way off the path of a
the separation of Government and pri-
vate enterprise, and I believe that ac-
counts for the reason that the editors
of the Wall Street Journal oppose a loan
guarantee program.

This is not merely a way of stimulat-
ing new private development. It is, in
fact, a strong step toward getting the
Government into the synthetic fuels
business, and there will not be a way to
get it out.

Mr, President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s 15 minutes have expired.

Who yields time?
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, what
is the time situation? How much time
I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from West Virginia has 23
minutes remaining.

Mr. CHURCH. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Idaho has 8 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I have
listened with intense interest to the com-
ments of the Senator from Colorado. 1
am not sure that he quotes the best
sources, the Wall Street Journal, in re-
ference to the programs that are set forth
in connection with the pending amend-
ment. The comments to which he refers
were on the earlier action.

Perhaps I am not the one to ask the
question, but I surmised that the Sena-
tor would oppose this bill, not just this
amendment. The bill contains $900 mil-
lion in loans guarantees.

I am not certain but I imagine that
had the able Senator been in the Senate,
he would have supported the creation of
the Tennessee Valley Authority. I am not
certain of that. I did support it. It goes
to the heart of this sort of program. I
think it has been a good program in gen-
eral. We must place the amendment in
perspective.

I respect the opinion and differing
viewpoints of individual Senators. Some-
times our very differences can result in a
meeting of objectives, if we try to reach
a common perspective rather than just
polarization.

Neither this bill, nor the amendment
I have offered has no price supports. It
does not contain the price supports the
Wall Street Journal refer to as one of
the arguments against the program.

The pending bill does include direct
grants to private interests for commer-
cial demonstration. This represents a di-
rect subsidy to the private sector, for
example, for solar energy development,
which I believe in, as I am sure the Sen-
ator from Colorado, a leader in this field,
believes in.

I believe that loan guarantees, and I
have studied the subject, are a valid
means of obtaining leverage for Federal
investment. I believe this is sound reason-
ing. I realize that there can be a differ-
ence of thinking in reference to the mat-
ter.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GARY HART. Mr. President, will
the manager of the bill yield me 5 min-
utes?

Mr, CHURCH. I have only 8 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GARY HART. Three minutes?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield 3 minutes. That
will leave me 5 minutes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
vield an additional 2 minutes to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. GARY HART. I thank the Sena-
tors.

Mr. President, with reference to the
remarks of the Senator from West Vir-

June 25, 1976

ginia which go to the heart of the argu-
ment, the Senator mentioned TVA. Al-
though I was not in the Senate when
the TVA legislation was passed, I would
have supported it.

I think it is important for Senators to
understand what that means. The TVA
directors are appointed by the Federal
Government. Their appointments are
subject to confirmation. They have to
make an annual report to Congress.
There are all sorts of Federal controls
on the TVA. It is a hybrid. It is a new
breed of institution and entity in our
economy. It is not private, and it is not
public. It is a public-private corporation.
_ If we are going to go down that route
in synthetic fuels, we should know about
it; because what we are doing is provid-
ing the money, but without the protection
afforded to the people of the United
States by the TVA law. That has been
the problem all along with the Lockheed
bailouts and all the rest of if. You cannot
ask for Federal funds without having
Federal controls. It just does not work.
I do not think the Senator from West
Virginia would vote for that, and the
Senator from Colorado certainly will not.
We have an obligation to the taxpayers.

The problem is that if we are going to
put Federal money into something like
TVA, we will have to have Federal con-
trols and Federal involvement. If we are
going to put Federal money in synthetic
fuels, we had better have Federal con-
trols and Federal involvement.

To complete the analogy, we should
have Federal representatives on the
boards of the companies that get these
grants. We would have to require them
to file reports with our committees, the
way the TVA does. That is exactly the
point I am trying to make. We are pre-
tending that we have a public sector and
a private sector and that they are total-
ly separate. We complain when the pub-
lic sector, in the form of the Government,
gets involved in the private sector. Yet,
we pass laws such as this, which achieve
that result.

Business complains that the Govern-
ment is involved in business; yet, they
want our money. I do not see that they
can have it both ways. That is exactly
why the Wall Street Journal does not like
it. They see that camel coming right into
their tent.

The Senator from West Virginia talked
about other kinds of Federal guarantees.
I think we should have research and de-
velopment. We should develop, with
strong Federal involvement, prototype
plants and similar projects. But now we
are talking about a commercial program
to produce fuel and energy, at the end
of a pipeline, which people can consume
and purchase. This is a commercial, not
a research and development program.

Mr, RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GARY HART. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Does the Senator
advocate that we remove the $900 million
in the bill for loan guarantees?

Mr. GARY HART. I am deeply dis-
turbed by the whole concept and philos-
ophy of loan guarantees, That is exactly
what I am addressing. It is this concept,
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this approach, that pushes us down the
path of an economic system that I am
not sure anybody really wants. But by
passing laws such as this, it is exaectly
what we are going to have.

This will not be private, it will not be
publie, it is going to be the taxpayers
funding more and more programs, with
more and more insistence by the tax-
payers that there be some sort of con-
trol over those programs. Then the
business people who get the money are
going to be complaining because of those
controls. That is how it ends up, just by
our voting for measures like this.

As far as a technology breakthrough is
concerned, we can achieve that by Gov-
ernment sponsored research and devel-
opment. Then if the market at the end of
the R. & D, pipeline becomes competi-
tive, it will have an economic benefit of
its own. That is how we have tradi-
tionally done things, with Government
research developing new concepts and
new inventions, The jet engine is a classic
example. That was not developed by the
airlines; it was developed by the
Federal Government. The technology was
made available to private airline to
modernize their planes.

I think the question here revolves
around the disruption of the capital
market caused by these loan guarantees.
This money has to be borrowed. It is
going to be underwritten by the Federal
Government. But this will eventually
create an enormous demand in the
capital market for synthetic fuels com-
mercialization at a time when the energy
companies claim they cannot raise
enough capital to develop conventional
energy sources. What must be considered
in conjunction with this is that the
synthetic fuel produced by these projects
will not be commercially competitive by a
stretch of $5 to $12 per barrel.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will my colleague
yield again?

Mr. GARY HART. Yes.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I regret that our col-
league from Ohio (Mr. GLENK) is not in
the Chamber, because I know of his
strong support for the $900 million that
is in the bill. He has talked to me many
times-about i, and has indicated that he
has no problem with the concept. In fact,
he has indicated to me that he would
vote for the $6 billion, which is not being
asked for today. But it is a matter of
individual decision. The amendment re-
quires approval from the jurisdictional
committees, then the Congress itself, be-
fore the Congress can provide an
appropriation.

‘We would do no violence to the demo-
cratic process, to the private sector, or
to proper participation by the Federal
Government.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand the concern that the Senator from
Colorado has expressed with reference
to the large oil companies and coal com-
panies obtaining loan guarantees for
purposes of developing synthetic fuels. I
only want to emphasize that this bill does
not commit Congress to that larger pro-
gram and that the normal checks will
still obtain, both with respect to the re-
quirement for future authorization by
the legislative committees, as well as the
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Appropriations Committees, and future
vote by the Senate itself before the pro-
gram will be expanded beyond the limits
contained in the pending bill.

What are those limits? Those limits
confine the loan guarantee program to
$900 million, which is only 0.9 of 1 per-
cent of what Vice President ROCKEFELLER
asked for in his $100 billion program that
provoked the editorial to which the dis-
tinguished Senator from Colorado has
referred.

Furthermore, the limits in this bill con-
fine the loan guarantee to the utilization
of municipal waste and biomass materials
which, I might say, will be of principal
interest to municipalities and ordinary
utility companies, not to the great coal
or oil companies. We know that we are
simply failing to make sufficient progress
in converting to energy these municipal
wastes and other forms of waste bypro-
ducts of the lumber industry, the agri-
culture industry, and other such indus-
tries. In the timber indusiry, for example,
waste is now simply being burned as
slash. We are failing to make sufficient
use of these potential sources of energy.
The marketplace does not appear to be
functioning properly or we would be see-
ing significant progress being made by
public utilities and municipalities to con-
vert municipal waste, for example, into
energy. It is the hope and expectation of
the commitiee that Governmeni loan
guarantees will enable many a municipal
government to obiain the necessary
money and to go forward with the de-
velopment of an energy from wasie pro-
gram. The necessity is clear.

The lack of progress is equally clear.
The failure of the marketplace to provide
adequate capital for this purpose is the
reason the committee has sought to fur-
nish this additional incentive, in the
hope that it will atitract the money and
also create the possibility for municipal
governments and utility companies to
begin to convert municipal waste into

energy.

Mr. GARY HART. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes.

Mr. GARY HART, Is it the failure of
the marketplace or the failure of tech-
nology? The point here is, whether it is
solid waste, municipal waste, coal gasifi-
cation or whatever, it is the failure of
technology to turn out a product that is
competitive with conventional fuels. You
cannot force technology if it is not there.
In that sense, it is not the marketplace.

Mr. CHURCH. I think the Senator
may not be taking into full account the
failure of experience. There is tech-
nolegy now that many believe will prove
practical, but some additional induce-
ment is needed to channel private——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the opponents of the amendment has
expired.

Mr. CHURCH. I wonder il the pro-
ponent of the amendment will yield some
additional time?

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 19 minutes remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator yielded back his time. I would
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ratlégr that the Senator ask for what he
needs.
ahlm' RANDOLPH. That will be agree-

e

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator.

Just to complete the thought, there is
technology now available that many be-
lieve will prove practical. We are having
very little progress made in the way of
putting that technology to work. It is
difficult for municipal governments to
obtain the funding because of the lack
of experience, the lack of proof, and the
feeling that the capital will be placed at
undue risk if the technology Ifails,
Therefore, the loan guarantee program
ought to supply an incentive to unlock
this private capital, make it available
to maunicipal governments and other
public utilities, for what I think both
the Senator and most other Members
of this body will agree would be a highly
productive purpose.

Mr., GARY HART. Does the Senator
have enough time for another guestion?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, 1 yield.

Mr. GARY HART. What would be the
posture of the manager of the bill if a
loan guarantee is made of $500 million to
construct a plant; the plant is con-
structed, it turns out that it works fine;
the only problem is that the energy pro-
duced at the end of the line, which is to
be sold, costs $5 more per barrel than
oil. Then the people who own that plant,
whether it is a city or a private com-
pany, coal company, or oil company,
come back to Congress and ask for an
amendment which puts us in a position
similar to what we have now. The
amendment says that the Federal Gov-
ernment will provide a subsidy, because
we now have a $500 million turkey on
our hands.

Mr. CHURCH. I think any loan guar-
antee program does admit to the possi-
bility of failure. If experience were such
that technology had already demon-
strated its practicality, then obviously, it
would be unnecessary for the Govern-
ment to guarantee the loan. What we are
frying to do is achieve a breakthrough.

My answer to the question posed by
the Senator from Colorado is that if the
municipality is unable to repay the loan
because the economics do not work out,
then the Government stands behind the
repayment of the loan. But if the eco-
nomics do not work out, the technology
has failed, and I would not, personally,
then support a program of continuing
subsidy for the purpose of keeping an
uneconomic plant functioning.

I really think we have a final way to
achieve the breakthrough and I think
that loan guarantees do represent one
method for moving us along so that these
various technologies can be tested.

Mr. GARY HART. Why not have the
Federal Government build a demonstra-
tion plant?

Mr. CHURCH. Well, the Federal Non-
Nuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act does give the Federal Govern-
ment authority to build demonstration
plants. We are trying to devise a fiexi-
ble program that is not committed to one
particular approach. The Act contem-
plates that some demonstration plants
might be built on the basis of an agree-
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ment that allows the Federal Govern-
ment to put up part of the money and
private enterprise to put up the balance.
This loan guarantee program represents
still another option.

It seems to me that if we are going to
move ahead on a sufficient scale to begin
to reverse the disastrous trend that
makes us ever more dependent upon for-
eign sources for our fuel supply, we can-
not confine ourselves to a single ap-
proach. We must adopt a program that
has sufficient flexibility to allow various
types of financing to take place. That is
the reason that the committee has in-
cluded this $900 million loan program.
It is a beginning, it is confined to mu-
nicipalities and utilities that are apt to
want to develop or want to experiment
with converting municipal waste into en-
ergy, and it is designed to expedite the
testing of certain technology that has
not yet been developed and demon-
strated.

Mr. GARY HART. I certainly agree
with the effort to move on a lot of dif-
ferent fronts at once. I do not think that
is really the issue. The issues are whether
this is a sound economic mechanism to
achieve these objectives; what liability
are we submitting the Federal Govern-
ment to down the road; and what prece-
dent are we setting that is going to come
back to haunt the Senate.

Mr. CHURCH. Well, to answer the
question, we are submitting the Federal
Government to a $900 million potential
liability in the event that all of the loans
that are made fail. We are not commit-
ting the Government to anything beyond
the provisions contained in the bill be-
cause it will require subsequent action
and approval both by the legislative and
appropriation committees, together with
the approval of this entire body before
that program can be expanded in the
future.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
my friend yield?

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield, Mr.
President? May I just make & comment
to the Senator from Idaho. This week
ERDA made two awards for high-quality
gas, pipeline quality gas. One went to
Illinois, the other went to Connecticut
on a 50-50 proposition. That is already
in the pipeline, it is already working, and
this is just another effort to find an area
in which we can help private enterprise.

We may want to think about at some
time as a payback proposition if it is a
good commercial operation, and we hope
it is and the technology is there. But the
aim of payback from the sale of that ore
or synthetic natural gas is to pay the
Government as we make loans now on
low interest rates for other energy
sources to help rural areas.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
for his comments.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The able Senator
from EKentucky has mentioned two cases
in point, where the Federal Government
is actually giving a 50-percent subsidy.
That is exactly what is happening, and
I am not arguing against it at the mo-
ment, What I am saying is that the pri-
vate sector must put up 25 percent in
connection with the loan guarantee. I
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ask the manager of the bill if that is
not right?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes; that is correct.
Twenty-five percent would be at risk to
the private investors and would not be
covered by the Government loan guar-
antee or the municipality or utility that
might be involved.

Mr. President, my time has expired.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
West Virginia.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk ecalled
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCLELLAN), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. TaLmance), the Senator
from California (Mr. TunNEY), the Sen-
ator from Missouri (Mr, EAGLETON), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF),
and the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Hawail (Mr, Inou¥E) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SymincTON) is absent be-
cause of illness,

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr, BakEer),
the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock), the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. DomeNIcI), the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Gary), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr, GoLowATER), the Senator from Ore-
gon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the Senator from
Tlinois (Mr. Percy), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Starrorp), and the Sena-
tor from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUuCKLEY) is absent
due to illness,

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 15, as follows:

[Rolleall Vote No. 344 Leg.]
YEAS—65

Griffin Nunn
Hansen Packwood
Hartke Pastore
Haskell Pearson
Helms Pell
Hollings Randolph
Hruska Ribicofl

Allen
Bartlett

Bayh
Beall

Bellmon
Bentsen
Brooke
Bumpers Huddleston Roth
Byrd, Humphrey SBchwelker
Harry F., Jr. Jackson Scott, Hugh
Byrd, Robert C. Javits Scott,
Cannon Johnston William L,
Case Laxalt Sparkman
Church Long Stevens
Cranston Magnuson Stevenson
Curtis Mansfield Stone
Dole Mathias Taft
Eastland McGee Thurmond
Fannin McGovern Weicker
Fong McIntyre Williams
Ford Montoya Young
Glenn Morgan
Gravel Moss

NAYS5—16

Abourezk Durkin

Biden Hart, Gary
Chiles Hart, Philip A.
Clark Hathaway
Culver K dy
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NOT VOTING—20

Goldwater Stafford
Hatfield Stennis
Inouye Symington
McCOlellan Talmadge
MecClure Tower
Metcalf Tunney
Percy

So the amendment
agreed to.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which th
amendment was agreed to. >

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table,

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to,

UP AMENDMENT NO. 110

Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. President, I call
up an unprinted amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BUMPERS)
proposes an unprinted amendment No, 110.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 18, between lines 13 and 14 insert

the following: “Project T7-18-1, Biomass Con-
version Faclliity, $5,000,000."

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I rise
to offer an amendment to increase the
ERDA authorization by $5 million for the
purpose of establishing a National Center
for Bioenergy Conversion.

Congress has shown itself to be tre-
mendously imaginative and forward look-
ing in recognizing the need to provide in-
creased levels of funding for solar energy
research, development, and demonstra-
tion. Many of us, without the benefit of a
technieal background, have learned about
the new engineering and scientific
breakthrough that will hopefully permit
us to harness the sun to heat and cool
our buildings, dry our crops, pump our
water, and generate our electricity. While
some of these developments, such as solar
heating, appear to be close to both tech-
nological and economic viability now,
others, such as photovoltaic electricity
generation, while technically viable, are
still far from economical. Still other
technologies, such as the harnessing of
ocean thermal gradients to produce elec~
tricity, remain to be demonstrated.

The major difficulty encountered by
solar energy technologies is not the col-
lection of the energy itself, but rather
the problem of storing it. It has recently
been pointed out to me that one way of
solving this problem is to store solar en-
ergy in the form of chemical energy.

A further advantage of such a
scheme is that the chemical compounds
in which the energy is stored can then
be flexibly converted into a wide var-
iety of additional liquid and gaseous fuels
which are now in such short supply.

I realize that the prospect of obtain-
ing gasoline, natural gas, home heating
oil, plastics, and fertilizer from the Sun
in the same sense that we now get them
from petroleum sounds pretty far out.
Fortunately the engineering of the solar

Baker
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Domenici
Eagleton
Garn

(UP 109) was
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energy collection system and the com-
plex technology for the conversion of
solar energy into stored chemical energy
has already been done for us at no cost
to ERDA or the Federal Government by
a first-class engineering firm. Further-
more, the process has ‘been tested over a
period of many millions of years, and has
been shown to utilize only low cost widely
available resources, and to produce no
noxious wastes. The fundamental collec-
tion and conversion process of which I
speak, of course, is photosynthesis, that
mysterious and marvelous system where-
by green plants, using solar energy, con-
vert carbon dioxide, and water into the
remarkable array of living plants that
we know. The growing of plants, espec-
ially for fuels, combined with the effec-
tive utilization of agriculture, forestry,
and urban waste could provide us with
a long term, renewable, biofuels re-
source.

The energy potential of this resource
is vast. The Earth's green plants are
estimated to annually store six times the
world’s technological energy consump-
tion. Obviously all of this cannot be uti-
lized to meet our energy needs, but this
is still an enormous resource. Specialty
crops are known which are capable of
collecting the energy equivalent of 10
barrels of oil per acre each year. One ton
of dry plant material or animal waste is
the energy equivalent of about 1.3 barrels
of oil. A special National Science Foun-
dation seminar held at the University of
California in 1974 estimated that there
are 800 million recoverable tons of crop
residues, and animal wastes produced
annually. Unused forest materials pro-
vide an additional 50 to 180 million tons
per year. This means that we have an
enormous potential untapped resource in
this country.

Since the basic research in this re-
source has already been done, it is in-
cumbent upon us to develop the tech-
nologies to convert this resource into the
fuels which we so badly need. For reasons
I fail to understand, ERDA proposed to
spend only $3 million in fiscal year 1977
on this area. The Interior Committee
raised that amout to $8 million in this
authorization. The House of Representa-
tives raised that amount to $13.5 million
and included language to develop a Na-
tional Center for Bioenergy Conversion.
The Public Works appropriations bill
which we passed earlier this week pro-
vided for funding of such a project if it
were authorized.

Mr. President, it is the purpose of my
amendment to provide an wuthorization
of $5 million to help us achieve the po-
tential of this promising, yet neglected,
area of solar energy research,

Mr. President, this amendment is one
that I have discussed with the floor man-
ager. It is designed to take care of an
oversight in the committee. On page 17
of the bill, in section 202, it says “for
plants and capital equipment including
construction, acquisition or modification
of facilities, including land acquisition,”
et cetera.

Following that there are a number of
projects covered for which facilities may
be acquired, modified or altered, but in
the field of biomass conversion, there is
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no such provision. My amendment would
add an additional project to biomass
facility of $5 million. The Senate Ap-
propriations Committee has already re-
ported out the ERDA authorization. An-
ticipating the passage of this, they have
included $20 million for the same thing.
Our research indicates that ERDA says
they could not possibly use $20 million;
that $5 million is a much more legitimate
figure.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I believe
the amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator has merit and I am prepared to sup-
port it.

Mr, FANNIN, Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Arizona supports the amend-
ment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I move the adoption of
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the action of Senator Jackson
and the members of the Committee on
the Interior with regard to one particu-
lar item in the ERDA authorization bill.
Specifically, I am referring to the inclu-
sion of $5 million for continued research
on obtaining solar power from satellites.

In January of this year, the Subcom-~
mittee on Aerospace Technology and Na-
tional Needs, of which I am chairman,
held two hearings on solar power from
satellites. We examined several concepts
involving the use of giant satellites to
collect solar power in the nearly constant
sunshine in space and to beam the power
to earth by microwave. At first the whole
idea seemed farfetched, but as scientists,
engineers, and economists explained and
endorsed the various concepts, I became
convinced that long-term, low-budget
research should continue. This concept
may be an important energy source in
the next century. Furthermore, I believe
we must open our minds and extend our
vision if we are going to avoid more
energy crises in the future.

However, when authority for NASA's
work in energy for terrestrial application
was transferred to ERDA, funding for
solar power satellites was lost in the
shuffle. It was hoped that ERDA would
fund such research on a reimbursed basis
with NASA.

Senator Moss, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sci-
ences, wrote Senator Jackson a letter
summarizing the results of our hearings
and urging the Committee on the In-
terior to include some funding for re-
search on solar power satellites in
ERDA’s budget.

It is altogether too easy for the Con-
gress to become so enmeshed in near-
term needs that we fail to provide the
foundation for solutions to future prob-
lems. I believe that in including this
small item in ERDA’s authorization bill,
the Committee on the Interior and Sen-
ator Jacksow in particular has exhibited
commendable foresight.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, today, we
had debate on the ERDA legislation for
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fiscal 1977. This legislation could have
serious budgetary implications. Addi-
tionally, implementation of our new
budgetary procedures could have seri-
ous energy implications. The interface
between these two concerns deserves our
attention.

Under our new budgetary procedures,
Congress rather than the administration
has the power to decide both how, and
how much, the Government should
spend. Both Houses must agree on firm
spending limits and tax revenue floors
before the start of the Federal fiscal
year which starts in October. The new
plan requires that new programs sub-
mitted after the year has begun which
threaten to increase spending must be
countered with tax increases or cuts
made elsewhere in the budget.

Now of course the first resolution
spending ceilings and revenue floor are
not binding. Congress can create a huge
deficit if it wants to. If a majority of
its members think deficit spending is
justified, the Senate may opt for this.
The real benefit of the process is that
it allows us to look at spending as a
whole and to check out probable eco-
nomic consequences of various spending
levels. Responsible legislators can truly
measure the impact of legislation they
propose under the new system. Those
who feel that balancing the budget is
less important than some pet project
are clearly able to opt for that strategy.
Nevertheless, balanced budgets are be-
coming very popular politically. A
growing number of citizens will not ac-
cept further deficit spending or tax in-
creases. The budget process helps make
the issues clearer for everyone in terms
of macroeconomic considerations.

Looking specifically to the ERDA legis-
lation, use of budgetary process method
and terminology is very helpful in de-
ciding what the ultimate spending levels
should be. Under the assumptions made
by the first concurrent budget resolu-
tion which is the early spring guide to
authorizing committees of Congress,
function 300—including natural re-
sources, environment, and energy mat-
ters—spending levels called for some $3.8
billion for budget authority and $3.4 bil-
lion for outlays, for ERDA in fiscal 1977.
The ERDA bill which we are asked to
consider, if fully funded, exceeds the
assumptions of the first concurrent
budget resolution in function 300 by
$454 million in budget authority and $41
million in outlays.

Now I have said before that the Budget
Committee is not relegated to a line-
item consideration of budget matters.
Obviously we on the committee need to
preserve considerable flexibility in deal-
ing with important competing national
issues. Additionally, I have argued ex-
tensively since the Arab oil embargo of
1973 for complete and accelerated fund-
ing of advanced energy systems.

Coming from Utah, with its vast sup-
plies of coal, tar sands, oil shale, uranium,
geothermal steam, and its tremendous
potential for solar development, I have
often been at the forefront of legislation
to develop synthetic fuels, solar heating
and cooling devices, hydrogen as a fuel,
fuel cells, and other advanced energy
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guarantees. I continue to believe that our
dependence on foreign oil, currently
listed at over 40 percent, can only be
eliminated through this strong Federal/
private cooperative effort.

With regard to the current ERDA bhill,
however, I believe that appropriations
beyond the early budget assumptions of
the first concurrent resolution would not
be in the best interests of the country
at the present time. I believe first of all
that our national economic situation is
so relatively tenuous, and the budget al-
ready so relatively tight that further
stretching of the budget could only lead
to increased inflationary pressures at a
time when the economy and the public
psyche could least afford it.

Additionally, sources at ERDA have
indicated that that agency may not have
the present capability of allocating and
contracting for the increased spending
levels being proposed. This is the kind
of a problem totally foreign to the indi-
vidual consumer, but a very real one to
many governmental agencies, especially
those just organized or being developed.

T am sure each of us can recall legis-
lation in the past which was merely de-
sigcned to throw more personnel and
money at a problem when what was
really needed was the tedious, hard re-
search and development which goes on
in quiet unspectacular ways and which
generally takes a few years to come
about. There is a lot of political mileage
to be made by screaming for more money
now, but what is usually needed cannot
be purchased without a fairly long re-
search commitment and the development
of consumer interest in the particular
product to be produced. Viewed in this
context, present spending levels at ERDA
are probably about right (though there
does appear to be too much of an im-

balance in allocation between nuclear

and nonnuclear matters to suit my own
particular preference). Dr. Seamans has
recently pointed out the impracticality
of expanding the ERDA budget on solar
energy research at this stage of the
R. & D. program, He said:

If we attempt to increase these new pro-
grams too rapidly we stand a high risk of
wasting taxpayers’' funds in the process. In
fact, such a large increment as was author-
ized by the House for solar energy develop-
ment could even be counterproductive by di-
version of technical and administrative stafl
to manage projects of small marginal value
(Recorp 6/15/76—p. 18133).

What this particular program needs is
new skills learned by a large body of
workers, new materials and technologies,
and the development of a consumer
markef. If ERDA does not think any
more money would be helpful at this
time, we would be foolish to force it upon
them. Obviously, other technologies, be-
sides solar, share this same type of prob-
lem from time to time. That being the
case, a fiscally conservative approach to
budget increase would be in order. In
this context a rather strict observance
of our new budgetary procedure is called
for.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, at this
time I would like to make a few brief
comments on the ERDA authorization
bill, 8. 3105, so that Members of the
Senate can be aware of the bill’s budg-
etary implications from the standpoint
of the first budget resolution.

Let me first point out that this is an
authorization bill, not an appropriations
bill. Yet we are all aware of the kinds
of pressure that authorizations bills can
place upon the appropriations process.
Restraint in the the appropriations proc-
ess will be essential in the energy area
if the priorities and limits of the con-
gressional budget are to be observed and
the targets not to be exceeded.

Such restraint has already begun. Just
last Wednesday the Senate passed the
public works/energy appropriation bill
which provides most of the funds for
ERDA. As passed, that bill appropriated
funds well below the level authorized in
this bill. While additional funds are to be
appropriated to ERDA in the Interior
and related agencies appropriation bill,
the final amount appropriated to ERDA
is likely to be considerably less than the
amount authorized in the pending legis-
lation. Indeed, unless such restraint is
observed, the allocations of the congres-
sional budget for energy purposes will
be exceeded.

As I have mentioned many times be-
fore, Mr. President, the congressional
budget process is not a line-item process
and the Budget Commiitee is not a line-
item committee.

Although the Budget Committee does
not deal in line-items, we obviously had
to make assumptions regarding major
program areas in order to arrive at
meaningful budget targets, In the case
of energy, for example, the first budget
resolution assumes funding of $5.1 billion
in budget authority and $4.2 billion in
outlays. If we are to spend more than
this for energy, then some other area of
the budget will have to be cut unless we
wish to increase the deficit. This amount,
by the way, is $1.1 billion in budget
authority and $0.8 billion in outlays
above the President's January budget
request, in light of the greater emphasis
Congress puts on progress toward lower
cost energy and national energy suf-
ficiency.

The pending bill authorizes $6.8 bil-
lion for ERDA in fiscal year 1977. This
amount, if fully funded, would result in
outlays of $5.7 billion. These figures, let
me add, are net amounts in that the leg-
islation assumes $700 million in ERDA
receipts that would be used to offset agen-
cy spending.

The funding for ERDA falls into three
of the functional categories of the budg-
et: First, function 050—national defense,
second, function 250—general science,
space and technology, and third, func-
tion 300—natural resources, environment
and energy.

In each of these functions the amounts
authorized in the pending bill, if fully
funded, would exceed the spending as-
sumed in the first budget resolution. The
potential exceeds in one function—nat-
ural resources, environment and energy,
function 300—requires particular discus-
sion.
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The problem before us is that Congress
will be considering a wide variety of en-
ergy legislation that impacts on func-
tion 300—including the pending bill—
that, if fully funded at the authoriza-
tion levels, would result in spending far
in excess of our first budget resolution
assumptions—more than $1 billion higher
in the case of budget authority and about
fEUD million higher in the case of out-

ays.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at this
point a table showing these various pieces
of energy legislation and their potential
impact on function 300 if they were fully
funded.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Energy and the 1977 FCR, Function 300:
Natural resources, environment, and energy
[Pending energy legislation, in millions of

dollars, if fully funded]
Budget
Authorizations: Authority
Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

Out-
lays

FEA conservation amend-
ments

Other ag

Auto R. & D.—S. 3267

Electric auto R. & D.—8. 1632

Synthetic fuels—H.R. 12112_

Energy Information—S. 1864

Subtotal

Appropriations:
Strategic petroleum reserves.
Naval petroleum reserves___
State energy programs

558
421

Subtotal

Deduction for offsetting re-

[In billions of dollars]
Amounts Iif pending energy
legislation is passed and fully
funded (from above)
Amounts assumed for energy
in the budget resolution_ ...

e |

8.1 4.2

Possible overage 70 0.5

Mr. MUSKIE. The arithmetic of the
table compels the conclusion that in sev-
eral instances at least, the Appropria-
tions Committee will have to fund energy
programs at levels below what is author-
ized if Congress is to stay within the
targets in the first budget resolution. In-
deed, the potential for far exceeding the
budget resolution targets is such that the
Committee on Appropriations may have
to make deeper than usual cuts.

I realize that the ERDA bill is only one
of several energy bills that will come be-
fore the Senate. But from a budget
standpoint the bill is the largest single
piece of energy legislation we will debate,
and the Senate should be aware of the
budgetary picture for energy. We simply
cannot appropriate the full amount for
each of the energy bills without breaking
the congressional budget target.

Though we must keep the budgetary
situation clearly in mind, I believe this
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bill should pass. This bill will continue
research and development in nuclear
power, an energy source vital to New
England. The bill will expand our fossil
fuel and solar energy efforts upon which
the entire Nation’s long-term energy fu-
ture depends. And it will accelerate work
on energy conservation, a program with
vast potential yet to be fully realized. So
I support this bill, even though full fund-
ing is unlikely.

Mr. President, let me add just one last
comment about this bill in regard to the
provision which authorizes $230 million
to begin work on a new Federal uranium
enrichment plant. I support this pro-
gram—as I supported the $170 million
for it in the public works appropriation
bill—because it seems evident that the
Nation needs additional enrichment
capacity, though exactly how soon and
how much is not at all clear.

I am aware that the administration’s
bill to allow ERDA to guarantee the en-
try of private ventures into the uranium
enrichment business is now on the calen-
dar. It is my understanding that as re-
vised by the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, that bill, S. 2035, provides that
each contract ERDA plans to enter into
with these private enrichment ventures
will have to be approved by Congress.
If 8. 2035 is enacted, several of these
contracts will be submitted shortly there-
after. The parameters of the first of these
contracts have been disclosed and can be
described as exceedingly generous.

The Federal enrichment facility au-
thorized to be started in the pending bill
offers an alternative to at least the first
of these guaranteed private ventures, an
alternative that should be utilized if
ERDA is unable to negotiate a contract
that protects the interests of the United
States.

I thus support this $230 million author-
ization as an important feature of con-
gressional energy policy. It represents a
start toward needed expansion of our
enrichment capability. It also represents
& means to encourage ERDA to negotiate
firmly with the private enrichment ven-
tures.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS SUBMITTED

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, during
the budget review process, the Office of
Management and Budget reduced the fis-
cal year 1977 budget for the naval reac-
tor development program by $5 million
in budget outlays and $6.7 million in
budget authority as part of an overall
budget reduction effort. This reduction
would delay advanced development work
directed at achieving improved longer
life and more reliable nuclear propulsion
plants. This is vitally important work,
particularly in view of the growing So-
viet fleet. For this reason, I urge that
these funds be restored and that the
operating budget for the naval reactor
development program be revised to $207.6
million in budget outlays and $198.2 mil-
lion in budget authority.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I want
to take this opportunity to express my
appreciation to the Interior Committee
and to the distinguished chairman of the
Subcommittee on Energy Research (Mr,
CaUrcH) for including in the committee
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bill $3 million of the $6.5 million I re-
quested in amendment No. 1510 for fiscal
year 1977 to accelerate research, devel-
opment, and demonstration of methanol,

Methanol is a highly versatile liquid
synthetic fuel that can be used alone or
as a mix with gasoline in existing auto-
mobiles. It can also be used to power the
peaking gas turbines utilized for electri-
cal generation.

My amendment, which I introduced
March 22 with the cosponsorship of Sen-
ators Case, DURKIN, HATHAWAY, JAVITS,
McInTyYRE, and TunNeEY, would have au-
thorized a two-part, 2-year demonstra-
tion of methanol in Federal, State, or
locally owned fleet vehicles and in se-
lected utility gas turbines.

The Interior Committee generously in-
cluded $3 million of my recommended
$6.5 million for methanol testing. On page
137 of the committee report, the com-
mittee notes:

Three million dollars of the increase is for
work related to the use of alcohols in auto-
mobile engines and in utility gas turbines,
These funds are intended for work on prob-
lems of storage and use that must be solved
prior to a demonstration program. ... A
recent NSF study (M74-61) indicates that
certaln problems such as fuel separation in
the presence of moisture, tank seal corro-
sion, and cold starting problems need to be
solved prior to any large scale use of metha-
nol. The commitiee intends that part (83
million) of the increase in this area be used
for such purposes.

Mr. President, I will defer to the judg-
ment of the Interior Committee that
work related to the solving of such prob-
lems as fuel separation and cold starting
should be done sequentially rather than
simultaneously with a large-scale dem-
onstration. I am, therefore, not going to
push my amendment in the Senate today
to restore the full level of funding au-
thorized by amendment No. 1510. But I
do so with the understanding that the
$3 million will be well spent toward
solving these relatively minor technical
problems relating to the use of methanol
in existing automobiles and that a large-
scale demonstration will be implemented
in the next fiscal year.

Mr. President, whether or not the
OPEC cartel reimposes an embargo on oil
exports to the United States, we know
we cannot go on forever relying upon
finite and increasingly costly supplies of
oil and gas. The wise path to follow on
our quest for energy security is to de-
velop as soon as possible a varied menu
of energy alternatives. Methanol has
shown great promise—technologically
and economically—in a number of small-
scale experiments.

‘We should not delay our efforts to in-
troduce methanol into widespread daily
use.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there
is no question of our Nation’s continuing
insistent and urgent need for new energy
sources. I commend the Interior Com-
mittee for their successful efforts at
bringing to the floor of the Senate an
effectively balanced Energy Research and
Development Administration authoriza-
tion bill for fiscal year 1977. The bill pro-
vides research, development, and demon-
stration for new short-term coal con-
version and other energy conversion

20687

processes and long-range new alternate
energy concepts. It is imperative that
the Nation attempt, in concert with
appropriate conservation efforts, to de-
velop those processes that will make our
Nation self-sufficient over the long term
in energy resources. In particular, I am
pleased with the committee’'s efforts
concerning the magnetohydrodynamics
Programs.

For the last 8 years, Senator METCALF
and I have consistently reguested that
the magnetohydrodynamics—MHD—
technology be given the opportunity to
prove its potential advantage over con-
ventional generation methods. Since
February of 1975, there has been de-
veloping within ERDA the framework of
a national MHD program, I am happy to
report that positive steps have been taken
to insure the growth and viability of
this program. On May 15 of this year,
ERDA broke ground on its MHD com-
ponent development and integration
facility which is an intermediate-size
facility designed to test components to be
used in the engineering test facility, the
near commercial scale facility for test-
ing a complete MHD system to be built
in the 1980’s.

Development of this program and

construction of the initial
MHD facility has not been easy. I con-
gratulate Dr. Seamans, Dr. White, Dr.
Jackson, and the entire ERDA team for
their accomplishments to date in the
MHD program and strongly urge them
to move forward with an even more pro-
gressive effort as they begin to develop
their fiscal year 1978 budget.

I am also very appreciative of the
Interior Committee’s support of the
MHD program and its development. I
have noted that this bill contains $37.986
million in operating expense funding for
the national MHD program and $6.7
million to complete construction costs
for the CDIF. I emphasize that these
funds provide a barebones operation for
the MHD program and do not allow for
development of backup technologies to
support first run failures. Nevertheless,
I am gratified at the committee’s con-
tinued support and urge the committee
to stand firmly behind the Senate au-
thorization for MHD during the con-
ference with the House.

Mr. President, last year, I joined with
Senator GLENN in wrging ERDA to de-
velop a fuel cell program that is com-
mensurate with the potential benefits of
this promising new technology. We asked
for increased funding of the fuel cell pro-
gram again this year, and I am pleased to
note the committee has included $21 mil-
lion in the bill for the national fuel cell
program. This is a relatively small
amount when compared to the hundreds
of millions of dollars expended for re-
search on the fuel cell technology by
private industry, but it is a healthy

ng.

Expedited development and utilization
of first generation fuel cell equipment
will contribute significantly to the na-
tional goal of conserving oifl and gas
Furthermore, it will establish a credibil-.
ity base for further application and use-
fulness as well as a production base re-
quired to assure commercial success of
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integrated coal-fuel cell powerplant en-
ergy systems.

Mr. President, I also wish to thank
the committee for their inclusion in this
bill of a small grants program for ap-
propriate technology. We in Montana are
more than familiar with the need to de-
velop appropriate technologies at all
levels, The National Center for Appro-
priate Technology in Butte is about to be
fully funded by the Community Services
Administration, but the effort must be a
broad-based attack on all fronts. More
agencies must be involved in the develop-
ment of appropriate technology if a na-
tional effort is to be effective in this
endeavor.

ERDA and other agencies have con-
sistently looked principally at the de-
velopment of large scale, major hard-
ware, and high technology projects. The
small grants program for appropriate
technology appropriate to the needs of
end users at the individual, family, and
community level. The program will pro-
vide a funding source for qualified in-
ventors, small businesses, nonprofit
groups, Indian tribes, or municipalities
who wish to evaluate, develop, or dem-
onstrate an appropriate technology or
technique that will lessen demands for
nonrenewable energy resources.

I wholeheartedly support this effort
and urge ERDA to work closely with the
National Center for Appropriate Tech-
nology to avoid duplication of effort and
to promote a strong national energy con-
servation program.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, earlier
this year I expressed concern with the
Energy Research and Development Ad-
ministration’s plans to spend $5 million
from the environmental research and
safety budget for analysis of energy and
environmental policy considerations.
This activity was described by ERDA as
having the objective of analyzing the
relationships among the technical, en-
vironmental, health, economic, and so-
cietal factors in regulations as they
might affect energy research develop-
ment and demonstration policy decisions,
or as they might affect commercializa-
tion of developed energy systems.

In answers fo guestions by Senator
CuurcH, ERDA’s replies suggested that
this office might also be used for re-
examination of environmental policies
and regulations with the intent of pro-
posing or opposing such regulations. I
am pleased that the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs rejected this
proposal.

The members of the Interior Commit-
tee and its distinguished chairman have
made clear in the report that none of the
funding requested by ERDA for analysis
of energy and environmental policy will
be used to second guess the regulatory
effort of the Environmental Protection
Agency. Such activity would clearly be
wasteful of scarce resources in a time of
tight budget constraints. It would be in-
consistent with the authorizing legisla-
tion which established ERDA which does
not provide authority to make benefit-
risk cost assessments in areas relating to
eénvironmental protection standards.

And, finally, it would be counterpro-
ductive, introducing confusion and delay
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into environmental regulation and
standard-setting by those agencies which
have statutory authority to do so.

Mr. President, the role of ERDA and
the constraints thereon are apparently
limited by the language of the committee
report. I ask unanimous consent that the
following paragraphs from page 157 of
that report be inserted in the Recorp at
this point, in order that the legislative
history of the action of the Senate on this
bill will specifically reflect that intent,

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Included in the biomedical and environ-
mental research program is $5 million re-
quested by ERDA for analysis of energy and
environmental policy considerations. This
funding is not to be used by ERDA to be-
come involved in environmental standard-
setting and regulations. ERDA is not to
interfere with the regulatory Jfunctions
which EPA js authorized to exercise.

The funds are for the purpose of provid-
ing analyses so that ERDA can plan its re-
search program to meet environmental re-
quirements, with primary focus on assuring
that new and emerging energy technologies
can  achieve environmental requirements
and objectives. None of these funds shall
be used in activities duplicative of EPA’s
analyses of the environmental, economic,
and energy impacts of standards and reg-
ulations dealing with energy facilities.

In expending the $6 million for environ-
mental analysis, ERDA shall consult with
EPA and shall make all data and informa-
tion available to EPA on a timely basis to
ensure that there is no interference in the
orderly development of reasonable environ-
mental regulations by EPA as required by
statute.

The legislative history of ERDA makes it
clear that ERDA is not authorized to become
involved in the development of environ-
mental regulations and standards except as
specifically related to ERDA's expenditures.
The Committee does not intend to set up
a new office for this purpose.

In pursuing its mandate to assess the en-
vironmental impacts of new and improved
energy resources and technology, ERDA’s
primary concern must be to ensure that new
energy supply systems are environmentally
acceptable. This will continue to require a
program of basic and applied research and
development, and the scientific and techni-
cal information developed should certainly
be shared with EPA and other interested
agencles. However, it is clear that this re-
sponsibility does not extend to the area of
regulation.

As stated in the exchange of letters be-
tween Senators Jackson and Muskie when
ERDA was first established, ERDA will con-
tinue to have significant responsibilities in
developmental research, while regulatory re-
search will remsin with EPA. This concept
extends to policy analysis as well.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, at the
start of the Roman Empire, the Italian
Peninsula was fully forested. By the time
of the invasion of Rome, however, it had
been denuded for fuel. Romans went as
far away as the Black Forests of Ger-
many to find fuel to refine iron for their
tools and weapons: an uncomfortable
parallel indeed to this country’s growing
dependence on foreign oil.

But unlike the ancient Romans, we are
in a position to explore new energy
sources and develop the technelogy nec-
essary to utilize this energy to its fullest
potential. Such a combination of re-
search into new areas and development
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of existing sources allows us to enjoy the
pattern of energy consumption we have
grown accustomed to, while at the same
time, expanding the sources from which
that energy is drawn. S. 3105, the Energy
Research and Development Administra-
tion authorization bill will allow our
country to escape the fate of the Roman
Empire, and I urge my colleagues’ sup-
port for this measure as reported out of
both the Joint Committee on Atomie En-
ergy and the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

While it has been argued that the en-
ergy research and development pro-
grams place too much emphasis on nu-
clear related energy opportunities to the
detriment of other potential power
sources, I believe close scrutiny of
ERDA’s fiscal year 1977 authorization
bill will show that each separcte energy
resource is receiving its fair share of
Federal R. & D. money. Each of the pro-
grams included within the fiscal year
1977 authorization is funded at a level
which will guarantee optimum progress
in a specific area. The whole bill is aimed
at assuring an adequate supply of en-
ergy both for the long term and for the
immediate future, within the limits of
the current budget ceiling.

As a member of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, I was vitally con-
cerned that each energy resource should
receive its appropriate share of Federal
R. & D. dollars. In order to insure a bal-
anced request, each program was viewed
with several criteria in mind: the rate of
a program’s growth from the previous
yvear, its stage of maturity in terms of
experimental, development, or demon-
stration status, and finally, the pro-
gram’s potential contribution for meet-
ing this country’s energy requirements.
Applying such criteria, both this com-
mittee and the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs found this authori-
zation to reflect a reasonable balance in
the allocations between the various en-
ergy resource programs.

A brief examination of the various
programs included in this authorization
will illustrate this point quite clearly.
The $252 million authorization for en-
ergy conservation programs for example,
is up 235 percent from last year, the
largest single increase for any program
covered in this authorization. This in-
crease in funds reflects a substantial up-
grading in ERDA's conservation pro-
grams, and also displays the strong in-
vestment we are placing in conservation
programs such as the improvement of
solid waste disposal systems and the
development of the Stirling engine. Proj-
ects such as these may help cut our
energy needs by nearly 20 percent by the
year 2000.

The 140-percent increase for solar en-
ergy projects represents not only a simi-
lar strong investment in this viable
source of power, but also serves to show
that as experimental and design prob-
lems are solved, increased expenditures
in future budgets can be expected. This
$287 million authorization includes con-
tinued construction of the 5-mega-
watt solar thermal test facility operated
by Sandia Laboratories in Albuguerque,
N. Mex., which will lay the foundation
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for developing central solar electric
plants. This same rationale was used
by the various committees in authorizing
the 100-percent increase in geothermal
energy projects as well.

In the area of nuclear energy, I be-
lieve the authorization figure for both
fission and fusion power projects accu-
rately reflects the present scope of such
programs. The bill authorizes $656 for
breeder reactor programs, a 36-percent
increase, $178 million for other reactor
and safety programs, and $347 million in
fuel cycle and safeguard programs, up a
total of 50 percent from last year. Clear-
ly, these figures represent a move to not
only increase our knowledge and under-
standing of nuclear energy, but also to
enhance the safety and operation relia-
bility of the existing light water reactors.
Through such projects as the nuclear
maiterials security and safeguards pro-
gram conducted at the Los Alamos Sci-
entific Laboratories, and investment of
$3,940,000 will help insure the essential
demonstration of safe and economic
commercial application of nuclear tech-
“nology.

Despite the attainment of zero popu-
lation growth, the number of U.S. house-
holds will increase 34 percent by 1985,
and the labor force will rise over 25 per-
cent due to the high birth rate of the

1950’s. For this reason, our energy R.D. .

& D. policy must be designed to recog-
nize our resources and sup-
plement them with viable alternatives.
If we are to avoid the fate of ancient
Rome, we must begin to utilize our tech-
nology, our initiative, and our resources
more wisely. Therefore, I once again urge
my colleagues to support S. 3105 with-
out amendment, so that we may con-
tinue to develop an intelligent and bal-
anced energy policy.

Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. President, I wish
to express my strong support for the
loan guarantee program for commercial
bioconversion demonstration facilities
called out in title VIII of S. 3105.

Through the process of biomass con-
version it is possible to generate both
synthetic fuels and energy from the vast
quantities of urban and agricultural or-
ganic waste materials generated each
year in this country. It has been esti-
mated that biomass conversion could
contribute as much as 10 or 11 percent
of our domestic energy needs by the year
2020. At the same time by effectively con-
suming these organic waste materials,
biomass conversion processes will actu-
ally reduce the pollution and eliminate
the tremendously difficult and expensive
storage problems associated with waste
disposal. Surely appropriate research and
development activities and efforts lead-
ing to rapid commercialization of this
technology should be strongly encour-
aged.

I am pleased to see that in S. 3105 we
are providing funds for a vigorous R. & D.
effort, and, through the loan guarantee
program, are looking ahead to the en-
couragement of rapid commercialization
of this important technology.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would like
to express my support for S. 3105, the
ERDA authorization bill. The impor-
tance of this legislation is undisputed in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

this energy-conscious time and I am sure
that it is the hope of all of us that this
authorization measure will assist energy
research and development in a substan-
tial way.

Of particular interest to Kansans are
the provisions concerning solar and
wind energy, since Kansas has tremen-
dous resources in both of these areas. In
fact, it is my understanding that my
hometown of Russell, Kans., is under
consideration by ERDA as a site of a
wind energy unit.

I have been a longtime supporter of
research in these two areas and hope
that our Nation will be making tremen-
dous sirides in these areas.

I was pleased with the acceptance of
the amendment requiring a larger role
for small businesses in solar energy re-
search. In my home State, there are
many small businesses doing very fine
work in the solar area. I would like to
express my strong support of the energy
research and development efforts of
small businesses and units of Govern-
ment in rural areas.

A large proportion of the technological
advances made in our country have been
made by small businesses, a fact which
all of us should keep in mind.

CONGRESS ACCELERATES SOLAR ENERGY
DEVELOPMENT EXPORT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, pas-
sage by the Senate of the fiscal year 1977
authorization bill for the Energy Re-
search and - Development Administra-
tion—ERDA—largely completes con-
gressional action on solar energy this
year. All that remains is for conferees to
agree on a fiscal year 1977 budget which
will be between the House figure of $309
million and the Senate level of $278
million.

This level of funding reflects a com-
plete rejection by Congress of the ad-
ministration’s plans for a weak solar
program. Back in January, President
Ford requested only $160 million for solar
energy in fiscal year 1977. This level of
funding would have meant that solar
energy remained only a second choice
solution to our energy needs. This rela-
tively low solar R. & D, funding level
would have delayed the widespread ap-
plication of solar energy well beyond the
turn of the century. The House joined
the Senate in rejecting these adminis-
tration plans to restrict the solar pro-
gram

In March, I introduced S. 3227, the
Solar Energy Act of 1976. It was co-
sponsored by Senator MonpALE and some
35 other colleagues in the Senate, The
Senate Interior Committee subsequently
accepted my entire bill in place of the
administration’s weak solar budget re-
quest. And the Senate Appropriations
Committee followed suit resulting in a
congressionally dictated solar program
for next year which is approximately 80
percent larger than requested by the
administration.

Congress is to be congratulated in my
opinion for pushing the administration
into an aggressive solar program. And,
in particular, Senator FANNIN of the In-
terior Committee and Senator McCrLer-
AN of the Appropriations Committee
played major roles and deserve major
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credit for that effort. Without their full
and active support of a forward looking
solar program, it is doubtful that Con-
gress would have been able to establish
the solar priorities in my legislation over
the very strenuous administration ob-
Jjections.

It is now up to Congress to see that
the large solar outlay for fiscal 1977 is
spent wisely and well through effective
oversight activities.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia,
Senator RoserT C. BYrp, chairman of the
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee,
the other members of the subcommittee,
and the subcommittee staff are to be con-
gratulated on the excellent Interior ap-
propriations bill for fiscal 1977 which the
Senate will be voting on soon.

I take this opportunity to comment on
one aspect of the Interior appropriations
bill of great interest to me—the energy
conservation research program con-
ducted by the Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration. I am pleased
that the report accompanying the appro-
priations bill expresses the committee's
interest in and support for this vital pro-
gram. The committee is also to be com-
mended for the comments included in
the report concerning the importance of
synthetic fuel production. I remain con-
cerned, however, that much less than 5
percent of ERDA’s resources are directed
toward energy conservation.

Within ERDA’s general conservation
research and development program is a
small municipal solid waste program. I
feel very strongly that this is one of the
most important areas for Federal sup-
port.

In the April 1975 issue of Nation’s
Cities, solid waste management was
listed as the No. 1 urban problem
in a survey of mayors and councilmen.
The recovery of energy from solid waste
offers a viable solution to disposal dif-
ficulties faced by cities and towns, while
providing an alternative to existing en-
Ergy sources.

Conversion of solid waste into fuel is
cheaper than other waste disposal oper-
ations such as incineration, remote land-
fill, and other traditional disposal sys-
tems, according to a report prepared by
the Council on Environmental Quality.

Solid waste conversion is, in fact, a
true method of energy conservation be-
cause it reduces the consumption of al-
ternative fuels which are depletable. Yet
the level of Federal assistance to waste
disposal and conversion research and de-
velopment remains ridiculously small.

In view of the severe energy problems
and the environmental problems associ-
ated with urban waste, and with burning
fossil as well as nonfossil fuels, an in-
c:':a.sed Federal effort is surely a logical
step.

At least 38 cities are known to be con-
sidering installation of energy recovery
systems. A number of factors, however,
impede the progress of a nationwide in-
stallation of waste conversion plants.

Because these technologies are rela-
tively new, there is a lack of information
and acceptance on the part of loeal gov-
ernments. In many cases, private indus-
tries have invested substantial capital
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in developing and testing new tech-
nologies; but because of the uncertainty
of the potential financial return, Federal
assistance is often a necessary partner
in sustaining private efforts to bring new
technologies to a commercially viable
stage. Federal assistance to energy re-
covery systems can and should take the
form of technical assistance, and re-
search, development, and demonstration
assistance.

I would urge ERDA to give a much
greater priority to the energy from ur-
ban waste program than it has in the
past. In particular, I urge ERDA to care-
fully study a recently developed technol-
ogy which conyverts municipal solid waste
into pellitized fuel, This process has the
potential for providing low-cost, environ-
mentally acceptable fuel.

The pellitized process has several ad-
vantages over other developing technol-
ogies. It has a higher Btu content; it is
denser, and easier to handle; its pollutant
effect is lower than unpellitized fuel; it
is capable of reclaiming ferrous metals
and glass.

The advantages of this process have
been documented. A pellitized fuel pro-
duced by a demonstration plant operated
by the Seagrave Corp. in Los Gaios,
Calif,, has successfully utilized the proc-
ess to convert municipal waste. The fuel
was used by the Eugene, Oreg., Water
and Electric Board; its handling, feeding,
and burning characteristics were evalu-
ated in a December 1974 report prepared
for the Board by Sandwell International,
a sclentific testing firm.

The report stated:

Pellitized solid waste proved to be an excel-
lent fuel and it is probable that full boiler
rating could be achieved with this fuel alone.

The report went on to say that—

Handling the pellitized solid waste pre-
sented none of the major problems associ-
ated with loose, shredded solid waste.

And coneluded, in part that—

Pellitizing would be an ideal method of
preparing solid waste for fuel and quite possi-
bly a compacting or pressing operation
could be substituted for much of the boiler
feed system modifications required to handle
the loose, shredded solid waste,

Mr. President, I have mentioned just a
few of the less technical conclusions of a
scientific study of the pellitized process.
I am not a scientist, but I am convinced
that this technology has the potential for
producing a commercially viable, envi-
ronmentally safe method of converting
waste into fuel. The Los Gatos plant, and
its technology, should be carefully stud-
ied by ERDA, so that the benefits of this
process can be confirmed, or modified if
necessary, and extended to towns and
cities across the country.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I want to
thank the committee for including funds
in the bill for ERDA to proceed with
plans to expand the uranium enrich-
ment capacity of the Government plant
in Portsmouth, Ohio.

The $230 million that is contained in
this bill will allow the beginning of con-
struction and the procurement of long
leadtime items.

In the mear future Congress will be
considering the Nuclear Fuel Assurance
Act which authorizes the additional
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funds that will be necessary to complete
construction of this plant.

I believe that if the events in the en-
ergy field have taught us anything in
the past few years it is that we must have
long-range planning and I commend the
committee and ERDA for the progress
made as well as planning. We know that
the supply of uranium is not limitless
and that is why in this bill we are pro-
ceeding with the demonstration breeder
reactor. We must also insure that the
conventional reactors that are now be-
ing built, and that will be built, have
adequate supplies of enriched uranium
that they need for fuel. Moreover, export
sales by the United States to existing
U.8. design plants abroad are important
to deter nuclear proliferation.

It is my belief that if we are to be-
come independent for our energy needs
we must have a balanced development
program. The committee has reported a
bill that has research and development
for solar, Devonian shale, coal gasifica-
tion a massive project in this field was
funded for Ohio yesterday, and other
innovative forms of creating energy. By
developing all these resources, while we
continue research into nuclear energy I
am confident that we can achieve our en-
ergy goals.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, to my
knowledge there are no further amend-
ments pending. I hope we can go to the
third reading of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy and the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
be discharged from further considera-
tion of the bill H.R. 13350.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of HR. 13350.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed im-
mediately to the consideration of the bill,
which the clerk will state by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 13350) to authorize appropria-
tions to the Energy Research and Develop-
ment Administration in accordance with sec-
tion 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, section 305 of the Energy Re-
organization Act of 1974, and section 16 of
the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1974, and for other pur-
poses.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move
to strike all after the enacting clause of
H.R. 13350 and to substitute the text of
5. 3501, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Idaho.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on the engrossment of the
amendments and third reading of the
bill.
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The amendment was ordered to be en-
f_rossed and the bill to be read a third

ime,

The bill was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Burpick), the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. GLENN), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. McCrErran), the BSenator from
Montana (Mr. MgrcaLr), the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), the Sen-
ator from Georgia (Mr. Tanmapce), the
Senator from California (Mr. TUNNEY),
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Hawaii (Mr. Inouve), is absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator
from Indiana (Mr. Bavn), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), are
absent because of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
(Mr. BurpicK), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. Bays), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
GLENN), would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAker) , the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock),
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
Domenicr), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Garw), the Senator from Arizona (Mr,
GorLpwaTer), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr, Harrrerp), the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr, Laxart), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCrLugrge), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Starrorp), the Senator
from Texas (Mr. TowER) , are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from New York (Mr. BuckLEY), is absent
due to illness,

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. DomeNnIcI), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOLDWATER) , the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HatrFierLp), would each vote
“,Yea.“

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 345 Leg.]

YEAS—T77
Griffin
Hansen
Hart, Gary
Hart, Philip A.
Hartke
Haskell
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings

Abourezk Moss

Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicoff

en
Bartlett
Beall

Bellmon
Bentsen
Biden
Brooke
Bumpers
Byrd, Hruska
Harry F., Jr. Huddleston
Byrd, Robert C, Humphrey
Cannon Jackson
Case Javits
Chiles Johnston
Church Eennedy
Clark Leahy
Cranston Long
Culver Magnuson
Curtis Mansfield
Dole Mathias
Durkin McGee

Btevenson
Stone

Taft
Thurmond
Weicker
Williams
Young

Eastland
Fannin
Fong
Ford
Gravel

McGovern
McIntyre
Mondale
Montoya
Morgan
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NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—23
Glenn Percy
Goldwater Stafford
Hatfield Stennis
Inouye Symington
Laxalt Talmadge
Domenicl McClellan Tower
Eagleton McClure Tunney
Gam Metcalf

So the bill (H.R. 13350) was passed, as
follows:

That there is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Energy Research and De-
velopment Administration funds for activi-
ties under the following titles:

Title I.—For nuclear energy research and
development, basic research, space nuclear
systems and other technology, uranium en-
richment, national security, and related pro-
grams, $5,266,004,000.

Title II.—For nonnuclear energy research,
development, and demonstration of fossil,
solar, geothermal, and other forms of energy,
and for energy conservation, $1,128,195,000.

Title IIT.—For environmental research and
safety, basic energy sclences, program sup-
port, related , and for scientific and
technical education, §692,018,000.

TITLE I—FOR NUCLEAR ENERGY RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOFMENT, BASIC
RESEARCH, SPACE NUCLEAR SYSTEMS
AND OTHER TECHNOLOGY, URANIUM,
ENRICHMENT, NATIONAL SECURITY,
AND RELATED PROGRAMS

OPERATING EXPENSES

Bec. 101. For "Operating expenses”, $3,384,-
376,000.

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

Sec, 102. For “Plant and capital equip-
ment,” including construction, acquisition,
or modification of facilities, including land
acqusition; and acquisition and fabrication
of capital equipment not related to construc-
tion, a sum of dollars equal to the total of
the following amounts:

{(a) Magnetic Fusion:

Project 77-2-a, computer building, Law-
rence Livermore Laboratory, Livermore, Cali-
fornia, $6,000,000.

(b) Laser Fusion:

Project 77-3-a, electron beam fusion facili-
ties, Sandia Laboratgries, Albugquerque, New
Mexico, $13,600,000.

(c) Pission Power Reactor Development:

Project T7—4-a, modifications to reactors,
$£5,000,000.

Project 7T-4-b, breeding nondestructive
assay facility, Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory, Idaho, $9,500,000.

Project T7-4-c, high performance fuel lab-
oratory, Richland, Washington (A-E only),
$1,500,000.

Project 77-4-d, fuel storage facility, Rich-
land, Washington (A-E and long-lead pro-
curement), §7,000,000,

(d) Fission Power Reactor Development:

Project 77-5-a, computer building acqul-
sition, Idaho National Engineering Labora-
tory, Idaho Falls, Idaho, $950,000.

{e) High Energy Physics:

Project T7-T-a, accelerator improvements
and modifications, various locations, $3,600,-
000.

(f) Basic Energy Sciences:

Project T7-8-a, accelerator and reactor im-
provements and modifications, various lo-
cations, £1,300,000.

Project 77-8-b, expanded experimental ca-
pabilities, Bates Linear Accelerator, Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology, Massachusetts,
$5,000,000.

Project 77-8-c, increased flux, high flux
beam reactor, Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, New York, $2,5600,000.

Project 77-8-d, conversion of steam plant
facilities, Osk Ridge National Laboratory,
Tennessee, $12,200,000.

Baker
Bayh
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
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(g) Uranlum Enrichment Activities:

Project T7-9-a, expansion of feed vaporiza-
tion and sampling facilities, gaseous diffusion
plant, multiple sites, $30,000,000.

Project 77-9-b, air and nitrogen system
uprating, gaseous diffusion plants, Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, $5,200,000.

Project 77-9-c, upgrade ventilation sys-
tems, technical services bullding, gaseous dif-
fusion plant, Portsmouth, Ohlo, §3,000,000.

Project 77-9-d, cenirifuge plant demon-
stration facility, ©Oak Ridge, Tennessee,
£60,000,000.

(h) Uranium Enrichment Activities:

Project T7-10-a, fire protection upgrad-
ing, gaseous diffusion plants multiple sites,
$8,300,000.

Project 7T7-10-b, modifications to comply
with the Occupational Safety and Health Act,
gaseous diffusion plants, and Feed Materials
Production Center, Fernald, Ohio, $8,200,000.

(1) Weapons Actlvities:

Project T7-11-a, safeguards and research
and development laboratory facility, Sandia
Laboratories, Albuquergue, New Mexico, $9,-
300,000.

Project T7-11-h, safeguards and site secur-
ity improvements, various locations, $13,-
500,

,000.

Project T7-11-¢, B-inch artillery fired atom-
ic projectile production facilities, various
locations, $20,500,000.

Project 77-11-d, tritium confinement sys-
tem, Savannah River, South Carclina, $3,-

(]) Weapons Activities:

Project 7T7-12-a, fire and safety project,
Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, California,
$2,300,000.

Project 77-12-D, life safety corridor modi-
fications, Bendix Plant, Kansas City,
Missouri, $3,100,000.

Project 77-12-¢, modifications to comply
with the Occupational Safety and Health
Act, ¥-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, Tennessce,
$6,400,000.

Project 77-12-d, upgrade reliability of fire
protection, Bendix Plant, Kansas City, Mis-
sourl, $7,800,000.

Project T77-12-e, sludge disposal facility,
Y-12 Plant, Oak Rldge, Tennessee, $3,000,000.

(k) Weapons Materials Production:

Project 77-13-a, fluorinel dissolution
process and fuel receiving improvements,
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, Idaho Na-
tional Engineering Laboratory, Idaho (A-E
and long-lead procurement), $10,000,000.

Project T7-13-b, improved confinement of
radioactive releases, reactor areas, Savannah
River, South Carolina, $8,000,000.

Project 7T7-13-c, seismic protection, reac-
tor areas, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$3,000,000.

Project T7-13-d, high level waste storage
and waste management facilitles, Savan-
nah Rlver, South Carolina, 858000,000

Project T7-13-e, high level waste stor-
age and handling facilities, Richland, Wash-
ington, $40,000,000.

Project T7-13-1, waste isolation pilot plant,
site undesignated (A-E, land acquisition, and
long-lead procurement), $6,000,000.

Project 77-13-g, safeguards and security

up » production facilities, multiple
sites, $12,600,000.

Project 77-13-h, personnel protection and
support facility, Idaho Chemical Processing
Plant, Idaho National Engineering Labora-
tory, Idaho, $10,5600,000.

(1) Project 77-14, General Plant Projects,
$74,610,000.

(m) Project 77-15, Construction Planning
and Design, $7,200,000.

(n) Capital Equipment $276,368,000.

LIMITATIONS

Sec. 103. The Administration is authorized
to start any project set forth in title I,
subsections 102 (b), (), (e), (f), (g). (i),
and (k), only If the currently estimated cost
of that project does not exceed by more
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than 25 per centum the estimated cost set
Torth for that project.

Bec. 104. The Administration is authorized
to start any project set forth in title I, sub-
sections 102 (a), (d), (h), and (i), only if
the currently estimated cost of that project
does not exceed by more than 10 per centum
the estimated cost set forth for that project.

Bec, 105. The Administration Is authorized
to start any project under title I, subsection
102(1), only if it is in accordance with the
following:

(1) The maximum currently estimated cost
of any project shall be $750,000 and the maxi-
mum currently estimated cost of any bulld-
ing included in such project shall be $300,-
000: Provided, That the bullding cost limita-
tion may be exceeded if the Administration
determines that it is necessary in the interest
of efficlency and economy.

(2) The total cost of all projects under-
taken under title I, subsection 102(1), shall
not exceed the estimated cost set forth in
that subsection by more than 10 per
centum.

Sec. 106. The total cost of any project
undertaken under title I, subsections 102
(b), (c), (&), (1), (g), (1), and (k' shall not
exceed the estimated cost set forth for that
project by more than 25 per centum unless
and until additional appropriations are au-
thorized: Provided, That this subsection
will not apply to any project with an esti-
mated cost less than §5,000,000.

Sec. 107. The total cost of any project
undertaken under title I, subsections 102
(a), (d), (h), and (j), shall not exceed the
estimated cost set forth for that project by
more than 10 per centum, unless and until
additional appropriations are authorized:
Provided, That this subsection will not ap-
ply to any project with an estimated cost
less than $5,000,000.

AMENDMENTS TO PRIOR YEAR ACTS

Sec. 108. (a) Section 101 of Public Law
89-428, as amended, is further amended by
striking from subsection (b)(3), project
67-3-a, fast flux test facility, the figure
“$420,000,000" and substituting therefor the
figure “$540,000,000”,

(b) Section 101 of Public Law 91-273, as
amended, is further amended by striking
from subsection (b)(1), project Ti-1-1,
process eqguipment modifications, gaseous
diffusion plants, the figure “$510,100,000"
and substituting therefor the figure “$820,-

(¢) Section 101 of Public Law 93-60, as
amended, is further amended by striking
from subsection (b) (1), project T4-1-g, cas-
cade uprating program, gaseous diffusion
plants, the figure “$270,400,000" and substi-
tuting therefor the figure "“$417,800,000”,

(d) Section 101 of Public Law 93-276, as
amended, is further amended by—

(1) striking frem subsection (b) (1),
project 75-1-¢, new waste calcining facility,
Idaho Chemical Processing Plant, National
Reactor Testing Station, Idaho, the figure
*‘$27,600,000" and substituting therefor the
figure “$65,000,000";

(2) striking from subsection (b)(3),
project 75-3-b, high energy laser facility,
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, New Mex-
ico, the figure *“$22,600,000" and substitut-
ing therefor the figure *“$54,500,000";

(3) striking from subsection (b)(6),
project 75-6-¢, positron-electron joint proj-
ect, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory and
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, the fig-
ure “$11,800,000" and substituting therefor
the figure "“$78,000,000",

(e) Public Law 94-187 is amended by—

(1) striking from subsection 101(b)(5),
“project 76-5-a, Tokamak fusion test reac-
tor, Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory,
Plainshoro, New  Jersey, $23,000,000.”, and
striking from subsection 201(b) (6), “project
T76-5-a, Tokamak fuslon test reactor, Prince-
ton Plasma Physics Laboratory, Plainsboro,
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New Jersey, $7,000,000.”, which authorized
appropriations for this project totaling $30,~
000,000 and substituting therefor in subsec-
tion 101(b)(5), “project 76-5-&, Tokamak
fusion test reactor, Princeton Plasma Phy-
sics Laboratory, Plalnsboro, New Jersey,
$214,600,000.”;

(2) striking from subsection 101(b)(8),
project 76-8-e, conversion of existing steam
plants to coal capablility, gaseous diffusion
plants and Feed Materials Production Cen-
ter, Fernald, Ohio, the figure $12,200,000"
and substituting therefor the figure $13,-
500,000™;

(3) transferring the text appearing as sec-
tion 106 in section 201(a) of title II to fol-
low immediately after the colon in (d) of
section 103 of title I; and

(4) striking the words “June 30, 1876, and
the interim perlod following that fiscal year
and ending September 30, 1976" in the text
of section 106(a) and substitute therefor the
words “‘September 30, 1977";

(6) striking from subsectlon 101(b)(8),
“project T6-8-g, additional facilitles, en-
riched uranium production, locations unde-
termined, #$26,000,000.” and substituting
therefor “project 76-8-g, enriched uranium
production facility, Portsmouth, Ohlo, $255,-
000,000.".

TITLE II—NONNUCLEAR PROGRAMS

OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 201. For *“Operating expenses”, for
the following programs, a sum of doliars
equal to the total of the following amounts:

(&) Coal:

(1) Coal liguefaction:

Costs, $60,5646,000.

Changes in selected resources, —§7,600,000.

(2) High Btu gasification (coal) :

Changes in selected resources, —$14,200,-
000.

{3) Low Btu gasification (coal) :

Costs, $30,052,000.

Changes in selected resources, —£3,500,000.

{4) Advanced power systems:

Costs, $12,800,000.

Changes in selected resources, $9,700,000.

(6) Direct combustion (coal) :

Costs, $58,116,000.

Changes in selected resources, $4,300,000:
Provided, That sixty days prior to the obliga-
tion of any funds authorized pursuant to
this paragraph for the purpose of establish-
ing a fluidized bed test facility at an installa-
tion operated by other than a Federal agency,
including installations operated under Fed-
eral contract, the Administrator shall trans-
mit to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on
Sclence and Technology of the House of
Representatives a report which sets forth
the basis for the decision, including the
advantages and disadvantages of locating
such a facility at such installation, for the
achievement of the purposes of the Federal
Nonnuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act of 1974.

(6) Advanced research and supporting
technology:

Costs, $36,585,000.

Changes in selected resources, §500,000.

(7) Demonstration plants (coal) :

Costs, $50,600,000.

Changes in selected resources, $2,400,000.

{8) Magnetohydrodynamics:

Costs, $27,841,000.

Changes in selected resources, $10,145,000,

(b) Petroleum and natural gas:

(1) Natural gas and oil extraction:

Costs, $37,374,000.

Changes in selected resources, $7,700,000.

(2) Supporting research:

Costs, $1,831,000.

Changes in selected resources, $0.

(¢) In-situ Technology:

(1) Oil shale

Costs, $12,085,000.
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Changes in selected resources, $9,000,000.

(2) In-situ coal gasification:

Costs, $13,636,000.

Changes in selected resources, $1,500,000.

(3) Bupporting research:

Costs, $1,310,000.

Changes in selected resources, $0.

(d) Solar Energy:

(1) Direct thermal applications:

Costs, $73,800,000,

Changes in selected resources, $7,700,000.

{2) Technology support and utilization:

Costs, $8,500,000.

Changes in selected resources, $2,500,000.

(8) Bolar electric applications:

Costs, $113,000,000.

Changes In selected resources, $20,500,000,

(4) Fuels from blomass:

Costs, $6,500,000.

Changes in selected resources, $1,500,000.

(e) Geothermal Energy:

(1) Engineering Research and Develop-
ment:

Costs, $17,600,000.

Changes in selected resources, #0.

(2) Resource Exploration and Assessment:

Costs, $0,600,00.

Changes in selected resources, $400,000.

(3) Hydrothermal Technology Applica=
tions:

Costs, $18,200,000.

Changes in selected resources, $2,400,000.

(4) Advanced Technology Applications:

Costs, $8,200,000.

Changes in selected resources, $1,900,000.

(6) Environmental Control and Institu-
tional Studies:

Costs, $4,800,000.

Changes in selected resources, $0.

(f) Conservation Research and Develop-
ment:

(1) Electric Energy Systems:

Costs, $25,920,000.

Changes in selected resources, $4,040,000.

(2) Energy Storage:

Costs, $33,920,000.

Changes in selected resources, $7,920,000,

(3) Bullding Conservation:

Costs, $25,910,000.

Changes in selected resources, $4,490,000,

(4) Industry Conservation:

Costs, $18,760,000.

Changes in selected resources, $3,670,000.

(6) Transportation Energy Conservation,
including $3,000,000 for methanol and other
alternate fuels:

Costs, $38,200,000.

Changes in selected resources, $6,180,000,

(8) Improved Conversion Efficiency:

Costs, $19,800,000.

Changes in selected resources, §11,700,000.

('7) Energy Conservation Institutes and Ex-
tension Service:

Costs, $18,000,000.

Changes in selected resources, $7,000,000.

(8) Small Grant Program for Appropriate
Technologles:

Costs, 87,500,000.

Changes in selected resources, $2,500,000.

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

Sec. 202. For "Plant and capital equip-
ment”, including construction, acquisition,
or modification of facilities, including land
acquisition; and sequisition and fabrication
of capital equipment not related to con-
struction, a sum of dollars equal to the total
of the following amounts:

(a) Fossil Energy Development:

Project T7-1-a, modifications and addi-
tions to Energy Research Centers, 6,900,000,

Project T7-1-Db, high Btu pipeline gas dem-
onstration plant, $10,000,000.

Project 77-1-c, low Btu fuel gas combined
cycle electric generating plant, $8,000,000.

Project T7-1-d, MHD component develop-
ment and integration facility, $6,700,000.

Project TT-1-e, ebullated bed liquefaction
pilot plant, $21,000,000.

Project T7-1-f, low Btu combined cycle
pilot plant, $16,600,000.
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(b) Solar Energy Development:

Project 77-18-a, OTEC sea test facllity, $1,-
000,000,

Project 7T7-18-b, 500 kW wind energy
facility, $600,000.

Project 77-18-c, 1.6 mW high velocity wind
plant, $1,000,000.

Project 77-18-d, 10 mW wind energy facil-
ity, $1,000,000.

Project T7-18-e, total solar energy plant,
$1,000,000.

Project 77-18-f, 5 mW solar thermal dem-
onstration for small community, $2,5600,000:
Provided, That In determining the location
of such a facility, the Administrator shail
consider the location of Lea County, New
Mexico,

Project 77-18-g, 56 mW solar thermal dem-
onstration for agricultural use, $2,600,000.

Project 77-18-h, 5 mW solar electric hy-
brid (photovoltalc and coal), $2,600,000.

Project 77-18-1, blomass conversion facil-
ity, $5,000,000.

(c) Conservation Research and Develop-
ment:

Project 7T7-17-a, combustion research cen-
ter, $8,500,000.

(d) Capital Equipment, not related to con-
struction: o

(1) Fossll energy development, $1,020,000.
(2) Solar energy development, $17,200,000.
(:?oomomemﬂ energy development, $1,-

(4) Conservation research and develop~
ment, $13,000,000.

AMENDMENTS TO PRIOR YEAR ACTS
byslc. 203. Public Law 94-187 is amended

(1) striking from subsection 101(b) (1),
“project T6-1-a, clean boiler fuel demonstra-
‘tlon plant (A-E and long-lead procurement),
$20,000,000.”, and striking from subsection
201(b) (1), “project 76-1-a, clean boiler fuel
demonstration plant (A-E and long-lead
procurement), $8,000,000.”, which authorized
appropriations for this project totaling
$28,000,000, and substituting therefor in sub-
section 101(b)(1), “project T6-1-a, clean
%ﬂg fuel demonstration plant, $78,000,-

- ¥

(2) striking from subsection 101(b) (2),
“project 76-2-a, five megawatt solar thermal
test facility, $6,000,000.”, and striking from
subsection 201(b)(2), “project 76-2-a, five
megawatt solar thermal test facility, $1,2560,-
000.”, which authorized appropriations for
this project totaling $6,2560,000 and substi-
tuting therefor in subsection 101(b) (2),
“project 76-2-a, five megawatt solar thermal
test facility, $21,250,000.”,

Sec. 204, Notwithstanding any other ap-
plicable provision of law, the initial auth-
orization in this Act or any other Act here-
tofore or hereafter enacted to construct,
pursuant to section 8 of the Federal Non-
nuclear Energy Research and Development
Act of 1074 (88 Stat. 1878), any energy dem-
onstration plant shall expire at the end of
the three full fiscal years following the date
of enactment of such authorization, unless
(1) funds to construct each such plant are
appropriated or otherwise provided pursuant
to applicable law prior thereto, or (2) such
authorization period is extended by specific
Act of Congress hereafter enacted.

Sec. 205. (a) The Administrator shall
classify each recipient of any ERDA contract,
grant, or other financial arrangement in any
nonnuclear research, development, or demon-
stration category as—

(1) a Federal agency,

(2) a non-Federal governmental entity,

(3) a profitmaking enterprise (indicating
whether or not it is a small business con-
cern),

(4) a nonprofit enterprise other than an
educational institution, or

(5) a nonprofit education institution.

(b) The information required by subsec-
tion (a), along with the dollar amount of
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each contract, grant, or other financial ar-
rangement made, shall be furnished with the
‘annual report required by section 15(a) of
the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1894):
Provided, That small purchases or contracts
of less than $10,000, which are excepted from
the requirements of advertising by section
252(¢c) (3) of title 41, United States Code,
shall be exempt from the reporting require-
ments of this section.
_ SEc, 206. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, at least 20 per centum of
the total amount of funds made available
pursuant to this title for energy programs in
the area of solar energy technology shall be
available exclusively to small business con-
cerns and individual inventors.

(b) For purposes of this subsection (a)—

(1) the term “small business concern” has
the meaning given it by the Administrator
of the Small Business Administration
under—

(A) section 3 of the Small Business Act
(Public Law 86-536; 72 Stat. 384); or

(B) section 103(5) of the Small Business
Investment Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-699;
72 Stat. 690); and

(2) the term “individual inventor” means
any individual who is under no obligation
-to transfer to any other person or any gov-
ernment or governmental agency any inter-
est in any invention, discovery, or other prop-
erty with respect to which such individual
seeks any contract or other assistance in any
energy program in the area of solar energy
technology.

Sec. 207. Section 13 of the Federal Non-
nuclear Energy Research and Development
‘Act of 1874 (42 U.S.C. 5912) is amended
by—

(1) striking in the first sentence of sub-
section (a), the words, “At the request of the
Administrator, the" and inserting therein
“T'he"i
 (2) striking, in the first sentence of sub-
section (b), the words “prepare or have pre-
‘pared an assessment of the availability of
adequate water resources.” and inserting
therein the following: “request the Water
Resources Council to prepare an assessment
of water requirements and availability for
such project.”; and

(3) adding at the end thereof a new sub-
section to read as follows:

“(f) The Administrator shall, upon enact-
ment of this subsection, be a member of the
Council.”,

TITLE III—FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RE-
SEARCH AND SAFETY, BASIC ENERGY
SCIENCES, PROGRAM SUPPORT, AND
RELATED FROGRAMS

OPERATING EXPENSES

Sec. 301. For “Operating expenses”, for the
following programs, a sum of dollars egual
to the total of the following amounts:

(a) Biomedical and environmental re-
search, $206,416,000 of which $1,000,000 shall
be made avallable to the Water Resources
Council to carry out the provisions of sec-

-tion 18 of the Federal Nonnuclear Energy
Research and Development Act of 1974 (B8
Stat, 1893).

(b) Operational safety, $5,607.000.

(c) Environmental control technology,
$21,577,000.

(d) Scientific and technical
$5,000,000.

(e) Basic energy sciences for the following:

(1) Material sciences, $65,000,000.

(2) Molecular, mathematical, and geo-
sciences, $59,500,000.

(f) Program support, $288,640,000: Pro-
vided, That $100,000 of such sum shall be
available for the establishment of an Office
of Small Business Affairs.

(g) To carry out the provisions of section
11 of the Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re-

education,
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search and Development Act of 1974 (42
U.B.Cc. 5910), $500,000 for the Council on
Environmental Quality.

PLANT AND CAPITAL EQUIPMENT

Sec. 302. For “Plant and capital equip-
ment”, including construction, acquisition,
or modification of facilities, including land
acquisition; and acquisition and fabrication
of capital equipment not related to con-
struction, a sum of dollars equal to the total
of the following amounts:

(a) Blomedical and Environmental Re-
search:

Project 77-6-a, modifications and additions
to biomedical and environmental research
facilities, various locations, $4,200,000.

(b) Program Support:

Project 77-16-a, laboratory support com-
plex, Los Alamos Sclentific Laboratory, New
Mexico, $6,000,000.

(¢) Capital Equipment, not related to
construction:

(1) Biomedical and environmental re-
search, $10,418,000.

(2) Operational safety, $1,000,000.

(3) Environmental control technology,
$560,000.

(4) Basic energy sclences for the follow-

(A) Material sclences, $5,700,000,
(B) Molecular, mathematical, and geo-
sclences, £3,800,000.
(6) Program support, $5,225,000.
LIMITATIONS

Sec. 303, The Administration is authorized
to start any project set forth in title III,
subsection 302 (a) and (b), only if the
currently estimated cost of that project
does not exceed by more than 25 per centum
the estimated cost set forth for that project.

AMENDMENTS TO PRIOR YEAR ACTS

Sec. 304. (a) Section 101 of Public Law 92—
314 1s amended by striking from subsection
(a) “Operating expenses” the figure “$2,110,-
480,000” and substituitng therefor the figure
“$2,113,480,000".

(b) Section 202 of Public Law 92-314 is
amended by—

(1) striking from subsection (b) the
words “four years” and substituting there
for the words “‘seven years", and

(2) adding the following subsectlons:

“(h) that payment may be made to those
who undertook action of a remedial nature
prior to the date of this amendment with-
out the determination required in subsection
(b) of this section and notwithstanding
the requirement in subsection (e) of this
section: Provided, however, That the deter-
mination whether and to what extent such
payment shall be made shall be the decislon
of the Administration based on the recom-
mendation of the State; that requests for
such payments shall not be considered after
one year from the date of this amendment:
And provided further, That the United States
shall be released from any mill tailings re-
lated liability or claim thereof upon such
payment,

“(1) that the reguirement in subsection
{¢) of this section that any remedial action
shall be performed by the State of Colorado
or its authorized contractor may be walved
in advance in writing by the State with ap-
proval of the Administration: Provided, how-
ever, That the determination whether and
to what extent payment shall be made shall
be the decision of the Administration based
on the recommendation of the State: And
provided further, That the United States
shall be released from any mill tailings re-
lated liability or claim thereof upon such
payment.”.

(c) Section 204 of Public Law 92-314 is
amended by striking the figure *“$5,000,000"
and substituting therefor the figure “§8,-
000,000,
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TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS

PART A—PROVISIONS RELATING TO NUCLEAR
ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 401. The Administrator is authorized
to perform construction design services for
any Administration construction project
whenever the Administrator determines that
the project is of such urgency that construc-
tion of the project should be initiated
promptly upon enactment of legislation ap-
propriating funds for its comstruction in
order to meet the needs of national defense
or protection of life and property or health
and safety.

Sec. 402. Any moneys recelved by the Ad-
ministration may be retained and used for
operating expenses (except sums received
from disposal of property under the Atomic
Energy Community Act of 1956 and the
Strateglc and Critical Materials Stockpiling
Act, as amended, and fees received for tests
or investigations under the Act of May 16,
1910, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2301; 50 U.S.C.
988h; 30 U.8.C. 7)), notwithstanding the pro-
visions of section 3617 of the Revised Sta-
tutes (31 U.S.C. 484), and may remain avall-
able until expended. Funds may be obligated
for purposes stated in this section only to
the extent provided in appropriations Acts.

Sec. 408. Transfers of sums from the “Op-
erating expenses' appropriation may be made
to other agencies of the Government for the
performance of the work for which the ap-
propriation is made, and in such cases the
sums so transferred may be merged with the
appropriation to which transferred.

8Ec. 404. When so specified in appropria-
tions Acts, amounts appropriated for the Ad-
ministration pursuant to this Act for “Op-
erating expenses” or for “Plant and capital
equipment” may be merged with any other
amounts appropriated for like purposes pur-
suant to any other Act authorizing appropri-
atlons for the Administration.

SEc. 406, When so specified in an appropri-
ation Act, amounts appropriated pursuant to
this Act for “Operating expenses” or for
“Plant and capital equipment” may remsain
available until expended.

Sec. 406. Amounts appropriated pursuant
to this Act for construction planning and
design, and for general plant projects are
available for use, when necessary, in connec-
tion with all Administration programs.

SEc, 407. No nuclear fuel shall be exported
to supply & nuclear power reactor under an
Agreement for Cooperation which has not
been reviewed by the Congress of the United
States under the procedures in section 123 d.
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1854 (42 US.C.
2153(d) ), as amended by Public Law 93-485,
directly or indirectly to a nonnuclear weap-
ons state (within the meaning of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap-
ons) which has not ratified the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons unless
the first proposed license under such agree-
ment authorizing the export of either such
reactor or such fuel after the date of this Act
is first submitted to the Congress for review
under the congressional review procedures
provided for Agreements for Cooperation in
the above-referenced section 123 d. of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended.

PArT B—PrOVISIONS RELATING TO Now-

NUCLEAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

Sec. 408. Sections 401, 402, 403, and 405 of
title IV of this Act shall apply to nonnuclear
programs of the Administration as author-
ized by title II and title III of this Act.

REPROGRAMING AUTHORITY

Sec. 409. Except as provided in part A of
this title—

(a) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any nonnuclear pro=-
gram in excess of the amount actually au-
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thorized for that particular program by this
Act,

(b) no amount appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be used for any nonnuclear pro-
gram which has not been presented to, or
requested of, the Congress,
unless (1) & period of thirty calendar days
(not including any day in which either House
of Congress is not in session because of ad-
journment of more than three calendar days
to a day certaln) has passed after the receipt
by the Committee on Sclence and Technology
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of
the Senate of notice given by the Administra-
tor containing a full and complete statement
of the action proposed to be taken and the
facts and circumstances relied upon in sup-
port of such action, or (2) each
such committee before the expiration of such
period has transmitted to the Administrator
written notice to the effect that such com-
mittee has no objection to the proposed ac-
tion: Provided, That the following categories
may not, as a result of reprograming, be de-
creased by more than 10 per centum of the
sums appropriated pursuant to this Act for
such categories: Coal, petroleum and natural
gas, oil shale, solar, geothermal, and conser-
vation.

Sec. 410. The Administrator shall submit to
the Committee on Science and Technology
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of
the Senate a detailed explanation of the al-
location of the funds appropriated nt
to sections 201, 202, 301, and 302 of this Act
for nonnuclear energy programs and sub-
programs, reflecting the relatlonships, con-
sistencles, and dissimilarities between those
allocations and (a) the comprehensive pro-
gram definition transmitted pursuant to sec-
tion 102 of the Geothermal Energy Research,
Development, and Demonstration Act, (b)
the comprehensive program definition trans-
mitted pursuant to section 15 of the Solar

Energy Research, Development, and Demon-

stration Act of 1074 (42 U.S.C. 5664), (c)
the comprehensive plan for nonnuclear en-
ergy research, development, and demonstra-
tion transmitted pursuant to section 6 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1074 (42 U.S.C. 5905).
Sgc. 411. The Administrator shall establish
an Appalachian National Energy Laboratory
at an appropriate facllity operated by & Fed-
eral agency within Appalachia for the pur-
poses of development and implementation
of a comprehensive plan for energy research,
development, and demonstration on new
technologies applicable to the energy re-
sources of Appalachia for the achlevement
of the purposes of the Federal Nonnuclear
Energy Research and Development Act of
1974. Such plan shall be consistent with the
comprehensive plan for nonnuclear energy
research, development, and demonstration
transmitted pursuant to section 6 of the
Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and
Development Act of 1874 (42 U.S.C. 5905).

TITLE V—BASIS FOR GOVERNMENT
CHARGE FOR URANIUM ENRICHMENT
SERVICES

Sec. 501. Subsection 161 v. of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is amended

(1) by striking out the word “Commission”
each time it appears in the subsection, and
inserting in lien thereof the words “Admin-
istrator of Research and Develop-
ment” in all instances except when the
deleted word "Commission” is used in the
context of ownership of uranium enrichment
facilities, the words “Energy Research and
Development Administration™ shall be sub-
stituted therefor;

{2) by deleting in the first proviso in this
subsection the words after “(iil)"” of the
first proviso to the beginning of the second
proviso and inserting In lleu thereof the
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following: “any prices established under this
subsection shall be on such a basls as will
recover not less than the Government's costs
over & reasonable period of time, and in the
opinion of the Administrator of Energy Re-
search and Development will not discourage
the development of domestic sources of sup-
ply independent of the Energy Research and
Development Administration:” and

(3) by adding the following sentence at
the end of this subsection: “The foregoing
provision for Joint Committee review and
approval shall also apply prior to any changes
by the Administrator of Energy Research
and Development in the basic approach used
in arriving at the fair value charge for the
Government’s uranium enrichment services
or any additions to that charge for the pur-
pose of not the development of
private uranium enrichment projects.”.
TITLE VI—ENERGY CONSERVATION IN-

STITUTES AND EXTENSION SERVICE

FINDINGS AND FURPOSES

Bec. 601. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that—

(1) & major program to establish energy
conservation research, development, and
demonstration is required to deduce depend-
ence on nonrenewable sources of energy and
to provide the leadtime necessary to develop
other sources of energy including solar, geo-
thermal, and fusion;

(2) States and institutions of higher learn-
ing should be primarily responsible for de-
signing and implementing research, devel-
opment, and demonstration programs in
energy conservation and for disseminating
energy conservation information. In so doing,
such an energy conservation program recog-
nizes the great diversity among reglons of
the Nation and allows States, subject to gen-
eral Federal guidelines, the broad flexibility
required to fashion programs to local needs
and conditions;

(3) energy conservation efforts are now in-
adequate because individual consumers,
farmers, small businesses, and other commer-
clal and industrial enterprises lack reliable,
impartial information as to the potential en-
ergy savings and cost effectiveness which
may result from implementing energy con-
servation methods, technologles, and oppor-
tunities;

(4) establishment of energy conservation
research, development, and demonstration
instiutes will provide an institutional setting
in which sclentists, engineers, economists,
architects, planners and graduate students
from several disciplines will receive training
and instruction in energy conservation; and

(5) the Federal Government under the di-
retcion and leadership of the Energy Re-
search and Development Administration,
should provide personnel, financial, and tech-
nical support, iIn a cooperative effort with
States, to involve consumers of energy in
an effective and comprehensive national en-
ergy conservation pr

(b) The Congress declares that the pur-
poses of this title are—

(1) to establish a positive energy outreach
program directed toward small energy con-
sumers and the organizations that influence
energy consumption; and

(2) to stimulate, sponsor, provide for, and
supplement present programs for the con-
duct of research, investigations, experiments,
evaluations, , management, and the
training of scientists, engineers, architects,
economists, urban planners, and others, in
energy conservation methods and technol-
ogies through the establishment of inter-
disciplinary energy conservation research, de-
velopment, and demonstration institutes, in
cooperation with and among the States.

(c) It is the policy of the Congress that
amajor priority in planning and programs of
all Federal agencies including, but not
limited to, the Departments of Commerce,
Transportation, Housing and Urban Develop-
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ment, Defense, and Agriculture, should be
to implement energy conservation methods,
technologies, and opportunities and to co-
operate with each other and with other
State, local, and private organizations in the
development and implementation of energy
conservation programs.

ParTr A—StaTE ENERGY CONSERVATION RE-

SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT INSTITUTES

ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTES

Sec. 602. (a) The Administrator of the
Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration (hereinafter in this title referred
to as “Administrator”) is authorized to pro-
vide such sums as are made available pur-
suant to this title to each of the several
States to assist each participating State in
establishing and carrying on the work of a
competent and gualified energy conserva-
tion research, development, and demonstra-
tion institute (hereinafter referred to as
“institute”) at one college or university in
that State as designated by the Governor.

(b) In making his decislon upon location
of the institute, the Governor shall give
preference to a college or university estab-
lished in accordance with the Act approved
July 2, 1862 (12 Stat. 503), entitled “An Act
donating public lands to the several States
and territories which may provide colleges
for the benefit of agriculture and the me-
chanic arts™,

(c) Two or more States may cooperate
in the designation of a single interstate or
regional Institute, in which event the sums
assignable to all of the cooperating States
shall be paid to such institute.

FUNCTIONS OF INSTITUTES

Sec. 603. (a) Each such institute orga-
nized under provisions of this title and
affiliated with a designated college or uni-
versity shall—

(1) arrange with other colleges and unl-
versities within the State to participate in
the work of the institute;

(2) coordinate, support, augment, and
implement programs contributing to the un-
derstanding of local, State, and regional
energy conservation problems and opportu-
nities; and

(3) provide a nucleus of administrative,
professional, scientific, technical, and other
personnel capable of planning, coordinat-
ing, and directing the interdisciplinary pro-
grams related to energy conservation meth-
ods, technologies, and opportunities under-
taken by the institute.

(b) It shall be the duty of each institute
to—

(1) plan and conduct and/or arrange for
a component or components of the college
or university with which it is affiliated to
conduct competent research, investigations,
experiments, and evaluations of energy con-
servation methods, technologies, and oppor-
tunities and to provide for the training in
sreas of energy conservation of scientists,
engineers, architects, economists, wurban
planners, and others in related disciplines.
Such research, Investigations, experiments,
evaluations, and training may include, with-
out being limited to, supply and demand for
various energy resources, conservation and
best use of available supplies of energy;
demonstrations of energy ‘conserving prac-
tices, technigues, and equipment for trans-
portation, residential, commercial, industrial
and agricultural applications; the use of re-
newable energy technologies and the develop-
ment and use of energy techniques which
are appropriate to the needs of local com-
munities and enhance community self-reli-
ance; the development and use of energy
technologies characterized by simplicity of
installation, operation and maintenance;
economic, legal, geographic, and ecological
aspects of energy conservation; and scien-
tific information dissemination activities in-
cluding identifying, assembling, and inter-
preting energy data relating to energy con-
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servation, and the results of scientific, en-
gineering, economic, and other research
deemed potentially significant for solution of
problems involving energy conservation, pro-
viding means for improved communication
regarding such research results, and ascer-
taining the existing and potential effective-
ness of such research in the solution of
practical problems;

(2) cause to be printed and published,
with moneys appropriated pursuant to this
title, the results from research, investiga-
tions, experiments, and evaluations con-
ducted by such institutes;

(3) conduct activities authorized by this
title with due regard to the varying condi-
tions and needs of the respective States, and
with due regard to research projects dealing
with energy conservation already being con-
ducted by agencies of the Federal and State
governments, and others; and

(4) include, as part of an annual program
description submitted to the Administrator,
assurance satisfactory to the Administrator
that such programs were developed in close
consultation and collaboration with leading
energy resource officials within the State so
as to promote research, training and other
work meeting the needs of the Btate.

(c) Each such institute is authorized and
encouraged to—

(1) plan and conduct programs authorized
under this title in cooperation with each
other and with other such agencies and indi-
viduals as may contribute to the solution of
problems related to the conservation and
better utilization of energy sources; and

(2) conduct technical education programs,
including college equivalent courses and
seminars for scientists, engineers, builders,
economists, planners, and others which pro-
vide information about energy efficient de-
slgn, use and construction of equipment and
buildings, and sbout cost-effective energy
conservation practices and technologies, and
to support the developmen?® of a comprehen-
slve energy conservation related program
which may include, but is not limited to,
public school curriculums development,
adult education courses, workshops, and
other educational activities directed toward
general education in the efficlent use of
energy.

(d) The Administrator is further author-
ized to provide additional sums of money to
the institutes to meet the necessary expenses
of specific research, development or demon-
stration projects dealing with energy con-
servation which could not otherwise be
undertaken, including, but not limited to—

(1) the planning and coordinating of re-
glonal energy conservation projects by two
or more institutes;

(2) the opportunity such project provides
for the training of scientists, engineers,
architects, economists, and others; and

(3) the programs described by subsection
(c) of this section.

The money appropriated for this subsection
shall be available to match, on a dollar-for-
dollar basis, funds made available to insti-
tutes by States or other non-Federal sources.
RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

Sec. 604, (a) The Administrator is hereby
charged with the responsibility for the proper
administration of this title and, after full
consultation with other interested Federal
agencles, shall prescribe such rules and reg-
ulations as may be necessary to carry out its
provisions. He shall require a showing that
institutes designated to receive funds have,
or may reasonably be expected to have
the capability of doing effective work. He
shall furnish such advice and assistance as
will best promote the purposes of this title,
participate in coordinating research initiated
under this title, by the institutes, indicate to
them such lines of inquiry as are consistent
with the goals and objectives as stated in the
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Federal Nonnuclear Energy Research and De-
velopment Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1878), and
encourage and assist In the establishment
and maintenance of cooperation by and be-
tween the Institutes and between them and
other research organizations, individuals, the
Energy Research and Development Admin-
istration, and other Federal agencies and de-
partments.

(b) Nothing in this title shall be construed
to impair or to modify the legal relation ex-
isting between any of the colleges or univer-
sities under whose direction an institute is
established and the government of the State
in which it is located, and nothing in this
title shall in any way be construed to au-
thorize Federal control or direction of edu-
cation at any college or university.

(c) No part of any appropriated funds may
be expended pursuant to authorization given
by this title for any scientific or technological
research or development activity unless such
expenditure is conditioned upon provisions
consistent with and governed by the provi-
slons of section 7 of the Federal Nonnuclear
Energy Research and Development Act of
1974 (88 Stat. 1883).

(d) The Administrator shall make a report
to the President and Congress on or before
October 1 of each year showing the disposi-
tion during the preceding fiscal year of
moneys appropriated to carry out this title,
the results to be accomplished
through projects financed during that year
under authority contained in section 603 of
this title, and the conclusions reached in or
other results achieved by those projects
which were completed during that year.
The report shall also Include an account of
the work of all institutes authorized under
this part and indicate whether any portion
of an allotment to any State was withheld
and, if so, the reasons therefor.

DEFINITION

Bec. 606. As used In this part, the term
“energy conservation” means “energy con-
servation, eficient energy use and the utili-
zation of renewable energy resources".

PaRT B—ENERGY EXTENSION SERVICE
ESTABLISHMENT OF SERVICE

Sec. 606. (a) There is hereby established
in the Energy Research and Development
Administration an Office to be known as the
“Energy Extension Service"” (hereinafter in
this part referred to as the “Service”) which
shall be under the supervision of a Director
and a Deputy Director both of whom shall be
appointed by the Administrator from among
individuals who by reason of their training
experience and attainments are exceptionally
qualified to implement the programs of the
Service.

(b) The Service shall, In cooperation with
exlsting Federal, State and local institu-
tions, including State energy agencies and
the State energy conservation research, de-
velopment and demonstration institutes es-
tablished by part A of this title, develop and
implement a comprehensive program for the
identification, demonstration and dissemina-
tion of practices, techniques, materials and
equipment related to energy conservation,
improved energy efficiency, and the utiliza-
tion of renewable energy resources applicable
to—

(1) agricultural, commercial and small
business operations, and

(2) new and existing residential, commer-
clal, or agricultural buildings or structures.
Such program shall provide for technical as-
sistance, instruction and practical demon-
strations and shall establish an effective out-
reach mechanism for the exchange of infor-
mation between end-use energy consumers at
the local level and officials responsible for
research, development and demonstration
programs related to energy conservation, ef-
ficient energy use and utilization of renew-
able energy resources,
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RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DIRECTOR

Sec, 607. (a) The Director shall have over-
all responsibility for all activities authorized
in this part and, with the approval of the
Administrator, shall take such actions and
prescribe such rules as he deems necessary
to achieve the purposes of this title,

(b) The Director shall take such steps as
may be necessary to insure that the programs
and activities authorized in this part are im-
plemented in a manner which, to the greatest
extent practicable, provides for effective co-
ordination and avoids duplication among
other local, State and Federal programs.

(¢) The Director shall be avallable to the
Congress to report on the activities of the
Service and shall annually review the energy
extension programs of the various States to
insure that such programs effectively pro-
mote the objectives of this title.

STATE ENERGY EXTENSION PROGRAMS

Sec. 608. (a) The Director, with the ap-
proval of the Administrator, shall, within
one hundred and twenty days after the en-
actment of this part, prescribe guidelines
with respect to the development, modifica-
tion and implementation of Energy Exten-
slon Service programs by State government
and for the review and monitoring of such
programs by the Director.

(b) To the maximum extent practicable
such State programs shall include, but need
not be limited to, the following:

(1) provisions for developing and imple-
menting & comprehensive program of energy
conservation and efficient energy use through
the dissemination of information concerning
energy conservation methods, technologies
and opportunities;

(2) in cooperation with existing Federal,
State, and local institutions, including
State energy conservation research, develop~
ment and demonstration institutes as estab-
lished by part A of this title and State insti-
tutions of higher learning, a program to
instruct and train personnel, including exist-
ing personnel in the county, State, and re-
glonal offices of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, the Community
Services Administration, the Department of
Agriculture Cooperative Extension Service,
the Farmers Home Administration, and
other Federal agencies who shall serve en-
ergy consumers including, but not limited to,
individual homeowners, small businessmen,
farmers and public service agencles of vari-
ous State and local governments, in a techni-
cal advisory capacity;

(3) procedures for utilization of informa-
tion, technology and programs made avail-
able through the Service which would in-
clude, but not be limited to, providing indi-
vidual homeowners, small businessmen and
farmers with on-location, individualized
evaluation of energy consumption including
recommendations for the implementation of
energy conservation measures, including in-
sulation, storm windows and doors, more
efficlent heating and cooling systems, solar
energy and other equipment designed to
utilize renewable energy resources, more en-
ergy efficient appliances and such other ap-
propriate information as will enable the
[ to ) informed jJudgments
about the potential energy savings and cost-
effectiveness resulting from Implementation
of such energy conserving actions;

(4) programs for disseminating informa-
tion on energy conserving particles, tech-
niques, and equipment by means of bulletins,
lectures, newsletters, and other media tech-
niques and such other consumer advisory
services as may further the objectives of this
title; and

(6) such other provisions, consistent with
the objectives of this title, as the Director in
consultation with participating States deems
advisable,

(e) The Adminiztrator, upon receiving the
recommendation of the Director, is author-
ized to approve and, pursuant to part C of




20696

this title, to provide funds for the support
of the proposed energy extension program of
any State if the Administrator finds that
to the maximum extent practicable such pro-

Program-—

(1) provides for effective coordination
among various existing local, State and Fed-
eral energy conservation programs in such
State, including programs, if any, supported
pursuant to the provisions of part C of title
III of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act
(Public Law 94-163);

(2) will supplement and not replace or
supplant the expenditure of other Federal,
State or local funds for the same purposes;
and

(3) otherwise meets the criteria of subsec-
tion (b) of this section and the objectives of
this title.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEc. 609. (a) To the maximum extent prac-
ticable the Director shall consult with and
obtain the views of the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development, the Administrator
of the Federal Energy Administration, the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, the Secretary of Commerce, the Direc-
tor of the Community Services Administra-
tion and the heads of other appropriate Fed-
eral agencles with a view toward achieving
optimal coordination with such other pro-
grams, and shall promote the coordination
of programs under this part with other pub-
lic or private programs or projects of a simi-
lar nature.

(b) Federal agencies described in subsec-
tion (a) shall cooperate with the Director in
making avallable and disseminating informa-
tion and data with respect to the avallabllity
of assistance under this part, and in promot-
ing the ldentification and interests of in-
dividuals, groups, or business and commer=
cial establishments eligible for assistance
through programs authorized under this
title.

CONFORMING AMENDMENT

Sec. 610. Section 103 of the Energy Re-
organization Act of 1974 (42 U.B.0. 5801) 1s

a.tberparsgraph (6) the following new para-

graph

“('1') establishing, in accordance with the
provisions of title VI of the bill to authorize
appropriations for the Energy Research and
Development Administration for fiscal year

syste
individuals, businesses, and States and local
government officials;™.
PanT C—AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 611, (a) There are authorized to bhe
appropriated to the Administrator for the
fiscal year 1977 sums adeguate to provide
$100,000 to each of the several States, and
for the fiscal years 1978 through 1980, in-
clusive, $250,000 to each of the several States
to carry out the provisions of section 602 of
this title.

(b) There is further authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Administrator $5,000,000
for the fiscal year 1977, £6,000,000 for fiscal
year 1578, §7,000,000 for fiscal year 1979 and
£7.500,000 for fiscal year 1080, to out
the provisions of subsection 603(d) of this
title.

Szc. 612. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Administrator $15,000,000
for each of fiscal years 1977 and 1978, to pro-
vide for the establishment of the Energy
Extension Service as provided by part B of
this title.

TITLE VII—SMALL GRANTS PROGRAM
FOR APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY

Segc. T01. (a) The Administrator, acting

through a new Office of Appropriate Tech-
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nology which shall be established within

the Administration under the direction of

the Assistant Administrator for Conservation

Research and Development, shall Institute

and carry out a program of small grants for

the purpose of promoting research, develop-
ment and demonstration projects described

in subsection (c).

(b) The aggregate amount of the grants
made to any participant, including affiliates,
under this section shall not exceed $50,000
during any two-year period.

(¢) Funds made available under this sec-
tion shall be for projects to evaluate and/or
to provide for the research, development and
demonsiration of energy related systems and
supporting technologies appropriate to—

(1) the needs of local communities and
the enhancement of community self-reliance
through the use of available resources;

(2) the use of renewable resources and the
conservation of non-renewable resources;

(3) the use of existing technologies applied
to novel situations and uses;

(4) applications which are energy con-
serving, environmentally sound, small scale,
durable, and low cost; and

(5) applications which demonstrate slm-
plicity of installation, operation and main-
tenance.

(d) Grants under this section may be made
to individuals, local nonprofit organizations
and institutions, state and local agencies, In-
dian tribes, and small businesses with priority
being given to projects and applications hav-
ing limited opportunities to secure the needed
assistance from other sources.

(e) The Administrator shall—

(1) develop simplified applications for
grants and procedures for carrying out the
provisions of this section;

(2) prepare an initial report on plans for
implementation of this section by no later
than November 10, 1976, to be transmitted
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on
Sclence and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives; and

(3) include as a part of the annual report
required by sectlon 15(a) (1) of the Federal
Nonnuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (88 Stat. 1879) beginning in
1978, a full and complete report on the pro-
gram under this section.

TITLE VIII—LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM
FOR COMMERCIAL. DEMONSTRATION
FACILITIES
Bec. B0l. LoaN GUABRANTEE PROGRAM FOR

COMMERCIAL DEMONSTRATION FACILITIES.— (&)

Sectlon T(a) of the Federal Nonnuclear En-

ergy Research and Development Act of 1074

(42 US.C. 65906) is amended—

{1) by striking out “and"” after the semi-
colon at the end of paragraph (5),

{2) by striking out the period at the end
of paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu there-
of *; and”, and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(7) Federal loan guarantees.”.

{b) The Federal Nonnuclear Energy Re-
search and Development Act of 1974 (42
US.C. 5901, et seq.) is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
section:

“LOAN GUARANTEES FOR COMMERCIAL DEMON=

STRATION FACILITIES

“Sec. 17. (a) It is the purpose of this
sectlon—

“{1) to assure adequate Federal support
to foster a commercial demonstration pro-
gram to produce on a commercial scale syn-
thetic fuels and other desirable forms of
energy from blomass;

*{2) to authorize loan guarantees for the
construction and startup and related costs
of commercial demonstration facilities for
the conversion of biomass into synthetic
fuels and other forms of energy; and

*(3) to gather information about the tech-
nological, economiec, environmental, and so-
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clal costs, benefits, and impacts of such com=
mercial demonstration facilities,

“{b)(1) The Administrator is authorized
in accordance with such rules and regula-
tions as he shall prescribe after consultation
with the Secretary of the Treasury, to guar-
antee and to make commitments to guaran-
tee, In such manner and subject to such
conditions (not inconsistent with the pro-
visions of this Act) as he deems appropriate,
the payment of interest on, and the prin-
cipal balance of, bonds, debentures, notes,
and other obligations issued by or on behalf
of any borrower for the purpose of (A)
financing the construction and start-up
costs of commercial demonstration facilities
for the conversion of blomass into synthetic
fuels; and (B) financing the construction
and start-up costs of commerclial demonstra-
tlon facliities to generate desirable forms of
energy (including synthetic fuels) in com-
mercial quantities from bloconversion; The
outstanding indebtedness guaranteed and
committed to be guaranteed under clauses
(A) and (B), of this paragraph shall at no
time exceed $500,000,000.

“(2) An spplicant for any guarantee un-
der this section shall provide information
to the Administrator in such form and with
such content as the Administrator deems
Necessary,

“(8) Prior to issuing any guarantee under
this sectlon the Administrator shall ohtain
the concurrence of the Secretary of the
Treasury with respect to the timing, interest
rate, and substantial terms and conditions
of such guarantee.

“(4) The full faith and credit of the
United States is pledged to the payment of
all guarantees issued under this section with
respect to principal and interest.

“(5) With respect to any demonstration
facility for the conversion of solid waste (as
that term is defined in the Solid Waste Dis-

any

sectlon, must be in recelpt of a certification
from the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency and any appropriate State
or areawlde solld waste management plan-
ning agency that the proposed application
for a guarantee is consistent with any ap-
plicable suggested guldelines published pur-
suant to sectlon 209(a) of the Solid Waste
Disposal Act, as amended, and any applicable
State or reglonal solid waste management
plan.

"(c) The Administrator, with due regard
for the need for competiti